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Significant  uncertainty  exists  in  both  the  amount  and  timing  of  program  funding 
on  a  year-to-year  basis. 

Utility  and  energy  costs  have  increased  significantly  in  the  past  two  years. 
Applications  for  LIHEAP  benefits  and  clients  served  by  LIHEAP  have  increased 
by  26.18%  between  PY 1999  and  PY  2001,  according  to  Department  of  Housing 
and  Community  Development  (DHCD)  records. 

Lack  of  funding  at  the  beginning  of  the  program  year  places  a  burden  on  the 
subgrantees  and  delays  payments  to  vendors. 

State  funds  appropriated  for  LIHEAP  cannot  be  spent  until  all  federal  funds  are 
expended  under  current  legislative  language.  Due  to  differences  in  the  state  and 
federal  fiscal  years,  state  funds  are  therefore  virtually  inaccessible  to  the 
program. 

Overall,  DHCD  and  the  subgrantees  have  a  cooperative  relationship  and  well- 
established  communication  channels. 


Recommendations 2 

S  Given  the  26.18%  increase  in  applications  from  1999-2001,  the  likely  reduction 
in  federal  funds  available  for  LIHEAP,  the  uncertainty  of  utility  and  fuel  prices, 
and  the  forecasted  economic  downturn  of  the  state  and  federal  economies,  the 
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Legislature  should  consider  options  that  would  make  state  funds  available  for  fuel 
assistance. 
•S    DHCD  should  continue  to  build  on  its  cooperative  relationship  with  the 

subgrantees  through  outreach  and  training,  ensuring  that  all  subgrantees  are  well 
aware  of  the  various  communication  opportunities  available  and  that  each 
receives  ample  opportunity  to  provide  input. 

Who  Is  Served? 3 

Of  the  households  served  in  Program  Year  (PY)  2001,  DHCD  records  indicate  that 
34.32%  had  an  elderly  resident,  while  48%  had  children  under  the  age  of  six.  Rental 
households  comprised  65. 78%  of  households  served.   The  primary  heating  source  for 
29.68%  of  households  was  fuel  oil,  while  53.44%  heated  with  natural  gas  and  7. 74%  with 
electricity. 

Legislative  History 5 

LIHEAP  was  initially  created  by  the  Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981 
(Title  XXVI  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  P.L.  97-35,  as  amended). 

Benefit  Levels  &  Eligibility  Requirements 6 

DHCD  collects  significant  amounts  of  statistical  data  on  which  to  base  its  allocation 
decisions. 

Program  Structure 7 

DHCD,  through  its  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs  in  the  Division  of  Neighborhood 
Services,  administers  the  Massachusetts  LIHEAP;  however,  the  application  intake, 
eligibility  determination  and  distribution  processes  are  carried  out  by  twenty-one  non- 
profit agencies,  or  "subgrantees,  "  throughout  the  Commonwealth. 

Payments 8 

Subgrantees  make  payments  directly  to  fuel  vendors  or  utilities,  depending 
on  the  primary  heating  source  for  the  household.  Payments  are  not  made 
until  a  bill  is  produced  for  incurred  heating  costs. 

Application  Process 8 

The  subgrantees  have  a  two-tiered  application  process. 

Emergency  Heating  Assistance 8 

Within  the  LIHEAP,  only  those  certified  eligible  for  LIHEAP  through  the 
application  process  can  obtain  emergency  payments. 

Appeals  Process 9 

If  an  application  is  denied  for  any  reason  the  applicant  has  the  right  to 

appeal. 

Staffing 10 

DHCD  currently  has  nine  employees  that  focus  on  LIHEAP  in  varying 
degrees.   The  subgrantees  have  LIHEAP  staff  ranging  from  six  through 
twenty-five,  depending  on  agency  size. 
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Training  Provisions 11 

DHCD  provides  annual  one-  or  two-day  training  for  subgrantee  LIHEAP 
directors  and  other  staff.   The  subgrantees  said  that  the  training  was 
useful  and  adequate. 

Administrative  Costs 11 

In  PY 2000,  total  administrative  expenditures  were  $6,335, 727  (8.5%  of 
total  program  expenditures  for  PY  2002),  while  program  support 
expenditures  were  $2,240,000  (3%  of  total  program  expenditures). 

Advisory  or  Participatory  Opportunities 12 

A  small  number  of  subgrantees  believe  that  their  input  into  LIHEAP  policy 
planning  is  limited.  However,  most  subgrantees  told  the  Bureau  that  there 
is  ample  opportunity,  through  several  forums,  to  express  ideas  and 
concerns  regarding  LIHEAP. 

Federal  Funding 13 

The  federal  appropriation  for  LIHEAP  has  varied  significantly  since  the  program  's 
inception. 

Reallotment  &  Contingency 13 

Reallotment  funds  are  LIHEAP  funds  that  states  returned  to  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  at  the  end  of  the 
previous  program  year  because  they  were  unobligated  and  exceeded  the 
allotted  10%  carryover.   These  funds  are  then  redistributed  to  all  states. 
Massachusetts  has  never  returned  funds  to  DHHS. 

Leveraging 14 

As  a  supplement  to  the  base  funding,  DHHS  administers  a  "Leveraging 
Incentive  Fund"  of  approximately  $21  million  for  the  nation.   This  is  a 
separate  fund  distributed  on  the  basis  of  "countable  non-federal 
resources  "  each  state  directs  toward  LIHEAP.  Massachusetts  received 
$1.16  million,  $1.4  million,  and  $1.2  million  in  leveraging  award  funds  for 
PY  1999,  2000,  and  2001,  respectively. 

Carryover 15 

States  can  carry  over  no  more  than  10%  of  its  unobligated  funds. 
Anything  in  excess  of  10%  is  returned  to  DHHS  for  reallotment  for  the 
subsequent  program  year.  DHCD  does  prefer  to  carry  over  some  funding 
in  order  to  ensure  the  availability  of  some  funds  for  the  start-up  of  the 
upcoming  program  year,  given  the  uncertainties  in  federal  funding. 
However,  from  PY  2001,  DHCD  is  carrying  over  only  $1  million,  having 
spent  $90,954,330  directly  on  benefits. 

State  Funding 15 

Massachusetts  has  supplemented  LIHEAP  in  varying  degrees  since  its  inception.  In 
response  to  sharp  increases  in  oil  prices  in  the  winter  of  1999-2000,  the  Legislature 
appropriated  $12  million,  but  stipulated  it  could  not  be  expended  until  all  federal 
LIHEAP  funds  were  obligated.   Given  the  timing  of  the  state  and  federal  fiscal  years,  the 
federal  funds  were  not  all  obligated  by  the  end  of  the  state  fiscal  year;  therefore,  the  state 
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appropriation  expired  prior  to  use.  A  similar  situation  occurred  during  the  2000-2001 
winter. 

Related  Programs:  WAP  and  HEARTWAP 17 

DHCD  's  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs  (BEP)  also  administers  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  (WAP)  and  the  Heating  Emergency  Assistance  Retrofit  Task 
Weatherization  Assistance  Program  (HEARTWAP). 

Survey  Results 18 

The  Bureau  mailed  a  survey  to  each  of  the  subgrantees  and  received  nineteen  completed 
surveys,  an  86%  response  rate.   Topics  covered  included:  Contracts,  Staffing,  LIHEAP 
Effectiveness,  Outreach  Activities,  Subgrantee  Relationships  with  DHCD,  Administrative 
Burden,  Application  Process,  Funding:  Administration,  Are  Needs  Being  Met? 

Bureau  Meetings  With  Subgrantees 22 

The  Bureau  gleaned  additional  information  in  its  follow-up  meetings  with  seven  of  the 
subgrantees  to  discuss  their  survey  responses.   Topics  covered  included:  Administrative 
Concerns,  Benefits,  Communication,  and  Outreach. 

Conclusion 24 

Appendix  A:  LIHEAP  Served  Household  Data  Summary  FY  1999-2001 

Household  Served  Data,  Household  Characteristics,  Ethnic  Background,  Primary 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  House  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Committee  received  a  request  to  review  the  Low 
Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  (LIHEAP)  administered  through  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development  (DHCD).  The  Committee  directed  its 
Bureau  to  inquire  into  the  function  and  administration  of  the  LIHEAP  program. 

The  Bureau  would  like  to  acknowledge  the  cooperation  of  DHCD,  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  and  the  "subgrantees"  or  non-profit  disbursing  agencies 
for  LIHEAP.  Their  assistance  was  most  valuable  in  the  production  of  this  report.  The  Bureau 
would  also  like  to  specifically  thank  DHCD  for  the  use  of  its  data  presentations  found  in 
Appendices  A  through  E. 


METHODOLO  G  Y 

The  Bureau  initially  requested  and  reviewed  documents  from  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Community  Development  concerning  LIHEAP.  In  following  up,  the  Bureau  reviewed 
additional  documents  on  site  at  DHCD,  and  met  with  DHCD  officials  on  two  occasions. 
Documents  reviewed  included  contracts,  program  guides,  required  federal  reports, 
correspondence  between  subgrantees  and  DHCD,  site  visit  reports  and  public  hearing  testimony. 

In  addition,  the  Bureau  designed  and  mailed  a  survey  to  the  22  subgrantee  offices;  the 
response  rate  was  86%,  or  19  responses  out  of  the  original  22  surveys  mailed.  Subsequently,  the 
Bureau  met  with  seven  of  the  subgrantees  throughout  the  state  to  further  discuss  their  survey 


responses  and  LIHEAP  in  general.  The  Bureau  also  spoke  with  the  federal  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  regarding  federal  funds  and  administrative  aspects  of  LIHEAP,  and 
reviewed  applicable  federal  and  state  laws  and  regulations.  Furthermore,  the  Bureau  attended 
the  public  hearing  held  August  15,  2001  for  the  proposed  2002  LIHEAP  plan.  The  Bureau  also 
met  with  representatives  of  the  National  Consumer  Law  Center  (NCLC)  and  the  Massachusetts 
Community  Action  Program  Directors'  Association  (MASSCAP),  both  proponents  of  LIHEAP. 


FINDINGS 

1)  Significant  uncertainty  exists  in  both  the  amount  and  timing  of  program  funding  on  a 
year-to-year  basis. 

2)  Utility  and  energy  costs  have  increased  significantly  in  the  past  two  years. 

3)  Applications  for  LIHEAP  benefits  and  clients  served  by  LIHEAP  have  increased  by 
26.18%  between  Program  Year  (PY)  1999  and  PY  2001,  according  to  DHCD  records. 

4)  Lack  of  funding  at  the  beginning  of  the  program  year  places  a  burden  on  the  subgrantees 
and  delays  payments  to  vendors. 

5)  State  funds  appropriated  for  LIHEAP  cannot  be  spent  until  all  federal  funds  are  expended 
under  current  legislative  language.  Due  to  differences  in  the  state  and  federal  fiscal 
years,  state  funds  are  therefore  virtually  inaccessible  to  the  program. 

6)  Overall,  DHCD  and  the  subgrantees  have  a  cooperative  relationship  and  well-established 
communication  channels. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

1)  Given  the  26.18%  increase  in  applications  from  1999-2001,  the  likely  reduction  in  federal 
funds  available  for  LIHEAP,  the  uncertainty  of  utility  and  fuel  prices,  and  the  forecasted 
economic  downturn  of  the  state  and  federal  economies,  the  Legislature  should  consider 
options  that  would  make  state  funds  available  for  fuel  assistance. 

2)  DHCD  should  continue  to  build  on  its  cooperative  relationship  with  the  subgrantees 
through  outreach  and  training,  ensuring  that  all  subgrantees  are  well  aware  of  the  various 
communication  opportunities  available  and  that  each  receives  ample  opportunity  to 
provide  input. 


WHO  IS  SERVED? 

Of  the  households  served  in  Program  Year  (PY)  2001,  DHCD  records  indicate  that 
34.32%  had  an  elderly  resident,  while  48%  had  children  under  the  age  of  six.  Rental  households 
comprised  65.78%  of  households  served.  The  primary  heating  source  for  29.68%  of  households 
was  fuel  oil,  while  53.44%  heated  with  natural  gas  and  7.74%  with  electricity.1 

During  the  2001  Program  Year,  133,329  households  in  the  Commonwealth  received 
LIHEAP  benefits.  Those  households  comprised  314,712  individuals.  This  contrasts  with 
113,408  households  and  265,784  individuals  from  PY  2000,  and  105,665  households  with 
246,528  individuals  in  PY  1999.  From  PY  1999  to  PY  2001,  the  number  of  households 
served  increased  by  27,664,  or  26.18%. 


Program      Households     Individuals 
Year             Served             Served 

1999 

105,665 

246,528 

2000 

113,408 

265,784 

2001 

133,329 

314,712 

TOTAL  % 
Increase 
from  1999 
to  2001 

26.18% 

27.66% 

1  See  DHCD  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs  LIHEAP  SERVED  HOUSEHOLD  DATA  SUMMARY  for  1999,  2000, 
and  2001.  Appendix  A. 
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Some  of  the  application  increase  can  be  attributed  to  expanded  eligibility  requirements, 
but  the  subgrantees  and  DHCD  both  stated  that  the  rise  in  fuel  prices  was  the  most  significant 
factor  in  the  application  increase.  According  to  MASSCAP,3  natural  gas  costs  to  consumers 
increased  50%  to  60%  last  year,  while  electricity  costs  increased  20-30%  for  standard  service 
and  60%o  for  default  service.    Oil  prices  were  more  stable  last  year  but  saw  significant  increases 
in  the  previous  year.5 


2  See  BENEFIT  LEVELS  &  ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  section  on  p.6. 

3  Briefing  Materials  on  the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  August  15,  2001.  Massachusetts 
Community  Action  Program  Directors  Association. 

4 
According  to  NSTAR,  "...  you  receive  Default  Service  if: 

•  You  opened  your  account  with  us  after  March  1 ,  1998,  or 

•  You  have  been  served  by  a  Competitive  Power  Supplier  in  the  past  but  now  take  supply  service  from 
NSTAR  Electric."  (http://www.nstaronline.com) 

The  subgrantees  stated  that  low-income  households  tend  to  move  more  and  are  therefore  disproportionately 
affected  by  the  higher  "Default  Service"  prices.  However,  DHCD,  in  its  comments  on  this  report's  draft,  said, 
"The  restructuring  act  provided  that  LIHEAP  recipients  are  eligible  of  the  Standard  Offer  or  Default  service 
whichever  is  lower."  See  Appendix  G  for  DHCD's  further  elaboration  on  default  versus  standard  service  as  it 
pertains  to  LIHEAP,  as  well  as  the  Bureau's  response. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY 

LIHEAP  was  initially  created  by  the  Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981 
(Title  XXVI  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  P.L.  97-35,  as  amended).  Each 
state  is  required  to  submit  an  annual  application  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  prepared  through  a  public  participation  process,  that  includes  an  agreement  to: 

A.  conduct  outreach  activities...; 

B.  intervene  in  energy  crisis  situations; 

C.  provide  low-cost  residential  weatherization...;6 

Originally,  the  federal  statute  mandated  that  households  with  incomes  of  less  than  1 1 0% 
of  the  poverty  level  be  considered  eligible,  and  that  the  program  be  extended  to  "households  with 
incomes  which  do  not  exceed  the  greater  of-  (i)  an  amount  equal  to  150  percent  of  the  poverty 
level  for  such  State;  or  (ii)  an  amount  equal  to  60  percent  of  the  State  median  income..." 

In  Massachusetts'  FY  2001  General  Appropriations  bill,  the  General  Court  mandated, 
"The  fuel  assistance  shall  be  made  available  to  elders  and  families  whose  income  is  not  more 
than  200  per  cent  of  the  federal  poverty  level.  The  commonwealth  shall  not  be  obligated  to 

...  Q 

provide  any  additional  funds  for  such  increase  in  household  eligibility..."  .  Therefore,  during  the 
2001  Program  Year,  DHCD  began  serving  households  earning  up  to  200%  of  the  federal  poverty 
level,  which  in  Massachusetts  is  still  less  than  60%  of  the  state's  median  income  for  households 
with  up  to  seven  members. 


5  The  Energy  Information  Administration's  September  2001  Short-Term  Energy  Outlook  indicated  that  it  did  not 
expect  "significant  price  spikes"  in  the  U.S.  natural  gas  market  for  the  next  several  months.  Crude  oil  prices 
increased  slightly  in  August,  and  as  of  September  were  expected  to  again  increase  slightly. 

(http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/steo/pub/contents.html).  Given  recent  world  events,  it  is  unclear  what  the  short-  and 
long-term  effects  on  fuel  prices  will  be. 

Compilation  of  the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981  As  Amended  Through  August  1,  1999, 
Prepared  by  the  Division  of  Energy  Assistance  Office  of  Community  Services/ACF/HHS.  §2605. 

7  Ibid. 

8  Chapter  159  of  the  Acts  of  2000,  §413,  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 
See  STATE  FUNDING  section  on  p.  1 5 . 

9  To  compare  60%  of  Massachusetts  median  income  200%  of  the  poverty  level,  see  Appendix  B. 


BENEFIT  LEVELS  &  ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS 

DHCD  collects  significant  amounts  of  statistical  data  on  which  to  base  its  allocation 
decisions.  Additionally,  DHCD  contracted  with  the  Massachusetts  Institute  for  Social  and 
Economic  Research  (MISER)  to  provide  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  benefit  structure.  The  first 
study  was  completed  in  October  1994,  with  follow-up  studies  in  1997  and  1999. 

Prior  to  PY  2000,  one-  and  two-person  households  between  150-175%  of  the  federal 
poverty  level  received  fuel  assistance,  but  not  under  the  federal  LIHEAP.  Fuel  assistance  to 
these  households  was  funded  with  Petroleum  Violation  Escrow  Funds  under  the  Division  of 
Energy  Resources.  In  PY  2000,  Massachusetts'  federal  LIHEAP  award  increased  to  a  total  of 
$72.9  million,  up  from  PY  1999's  $51.7  million  allocation.  DHCD  was  thus  able  to  incorporate 
all  households  with  incomes  in  the  150-175%  of  poverty  level  into  the  federal  LIHEAP 
funding.10 

Due  to  the  spike  in  oil  prices  during  the  2000  program  year,  DHCD  did  expand  LIHEAP 
eligibility  to  60%  of  the  state's  median  income  for  clients  with  oil  heat  only.  However,  this 
expansion  was  only  in  effect  for  PY  2000.  In  PY  2001,  Massachusetts'  LIHEAP  was  expanded 
to  serve  households,  regardless  of  fuel  type,  up  to  200%  of  the  poverty  level  because  of  a  state 
legislative  mandate.11 

The  High  Energy  Benefit,  established  for  PY  2000,  provides  additional  LIHEAP  funds 
to  those  households  with  heating  costs  above  a  certain  threshold,  as  determined  by  DHCD  and 
dependent  on  the  type  of  fuel.     Households  with  high  energy  usage  are  also  targeted  for 
weatherization  programs  administered  by  DHCD's  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs  (BEP).  "  An 
example  of  a  high  energy  benefit  for  PY  2001  is  a  three-person  household  at  125%  of  poverty 
level,  eligible  for  LIHEAP  benefits  of  up  to  $750.  However,  if  that  household  had  oil  heat  and 
used  over  $900  worth  of  oil,  it  would  be  eligible  for  a  one-time  (per  program  year)  additional 
LIHEAP  benefit  of  50%  of  the  amount  over  the  high  energy  threshold  (of  $900),  or  a  $150 
benefit,  whichever  is  greater.  These  benefit  levels  are  likely  to  be  significantly  lower  for  PY 
2002  due  to  an  expected  decrease  in  federal  funds. 


10  See  funding  history,  Appendix  C. 

1 '  See  LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY  section  on  p.5. 

12  See  Appendix  D  for  a  schedule  of  benefits. 

13  See  RELATED  PROGRAMS  section  on  p.  17. 


Subsidized  housing  presents  an  additional  dimension  to  LIHEAP.  Benefits  vary 
depending  upon  the  subsidized  housing  type.  In  general,  households  with  subsidized  housing 
and  without  heat  included  in  their  rent  received  1/3  of  the  benefit  for  which  they  would  be 
eligible  (based  on  household  size  and  household  income)  were  they  not  living  in  subsidized 
housing.  For  PY  2001,  this  benefit  increased  to  lA  of  the  regular  benefit  level.  Subgrantees 
informed  the  Bureau  that  the  myriad  subsidized  housing  programs  resulted  in  administrative 
confusion.  At  the  DHCD  public  hearing  for  the  2002  State  LIHEAP  Plan,  those  who  testified 
also  supported  the  elimination  of  the  subsidized  housing  distinction  from  LIHEAP.  DHCD 
continues  to  review  this  issue. 


PROGRAM  STRUCTURE 

DHCD,  through  its  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs  in  the  Division  of  Neighborhood 
Services,  administers  the  Massachusetts  LIHEAP;  however,  the  application  intake,  eligibility 
determination  and  distribution  processes  are  carried  out  by  twenty-one  non-profit  agencies,  or 
"subgrantees,"  throughout  the  Commonwealth.14  One  non-profit  has  two  contracts  for  two 
different  service  areas;  therefore,  the  Bureau  sent  out  twenty-two  surveys  to  the  twenty-two 
service  areas.  Of  the  twenty-one  agencies,  nineteen  are  community  action  agencies.15 

The  heating  season  runs  from  November  1st  through  April  30th.  Qualified  applicants  are 
eligible  for  LIHEAP  benefits  for  heating  costs  incurred  during  the  November  1st  to  April  30th 
time  frame.  The  "Program  Year,"  or  PY,  runs  from  October  1  to  September  30  ,  concurrent 
with  the  Federal  Fiscal  Year  (FFY).  Benefits  are  paid  throughout  the  program  year  for 
applications  received  by  April  30th.  According  to  the  subgrantees  and  DHCD,  many  would-be 
clients  do  not  apply  for  benefits  until  they  receive  a  shut-off  notice  from  a  gas  or  electric 
company.  Due  to  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Department  of  Telecommunications  and 
Energy  (DTE),  shut-offs  cannot  occur  until  March  15th.  During  PY  2001,  this  was  extended  to 
April  15th.  As  a  result,  DHCD  extended  the  application  deadline  to  May  31st. 


14  See  Appendix  E  for  a  list  of  the  subgrantees,  or  non-profits. 


15  According  to  the  National  Association  of  Community  Action  Agencies,  "Community  Action  Agencies  (CAAs) 
are  nonprofit  private  and  public  organizations  established  under  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964  to  fight 
America's  War  on  Poverty.  Community  Action  Agencies  help  people  to  help  themselves  in  achieving  self- 
sufficiency."  (http://www.nacaa.org) 


Many  subgrantees  support  a  continued  extension  of  the  application  deadline  to  May  31st. 
They  noted  that  recent  utility  mergers  led  to  delayed  shut-off  notices  and  slow  or  incomplete 
billing.  As  a  result,  an  extension  of  the  application  deadline  acts  as  a  safeguard  for  applicants. 

PA  YMENTS 

Subgrantees  make  payments  directly  to  fuel  vendors  or  utilities,  depending  on  the 
primary  heating  source  for  the  household.  Payments  are  not  made  until  a  bill  is  produced  for 
incurred  heating  costs. 

APPLICA  TION  PROCESS 

The  subgrantees  have  a  two-tiered  annual  application  process.  Clients  who  applied  the 
previous  year,  even  if  they  were  denied,  are  mailed  an  application  at  the  beginning  of  the 
program  year.  Clients  who  are  new  to  the  program  must  apply  in  person  either  at  the 
subgrantee's  office  or  at  an  outreach  site  such  as  a  Council  on  Aging.  Subgrantees'  employees 
assist  clients  in  filling  out  the  applications,  and  if  needed  ensure  translation  services  for  the 
application  process.  If  necessary,  home  visits  can  be  made  to  homebound  applicants.  The 
subgrantees  said  that  they  would  like  to  have  year-round  intake  of  applications  in  order  to  avoid 
the  autumn  "crunch,"  but  they  do  not  have  the  funds  to  be  able  to  provide  that  service. 

The  documents  and  information  required  of  LIHEAP  applicants  include:  identification 
and  proof  of  income  for  all  household  members  over  18  years  of  age,  and  recent  utility  and  fuel 
bills. 

EMERGENCY  HEATING  ASSISTANCE 

Within  the  LIHEAP,  only  those  certified  eligible  for  LIHEAP  through  the  application 
process  can  obtain  emergency  payments.  Emergencies  include: 

a.  no  heat  for  any  reason,  including  heating  system  failure 

b.  imminent  loss  of  heat  due  to: 

•  less  than  3-day  supply  of  fuel  (e.g.,  reading  of  1/8  tank  or  less  on  a 
standard  275  gallon  heating  oil  tank;  "3 -day  or  less"  supply  standard 
applies  to  other  delivered  fuels) 

•  possession  of  final  notice  of  utility  termination  for  the  primary  heat 
source,  or  for  a  secondary  source  necessary  to  operate  the  primary  heating 
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system  when  termination  is  scheduled  to  occur  between  November  1  and 

April  30. 
•     threatened  eviction  within  72  hours  for  renter  whose  rent  includes  heat. 
An  emergency  also  includes  the  aftermath  of  fire,  other  unforeseen  events  that 
may  force  relocation  or  other  circumstances,  which  DHCD  deems  to  be 
"household  energy  related  emergencies"  in  accordance  with  the  statute...16 

The  subgrantees  fast-track  the  applications  for  emergency  payments  if  an  applicant  is  not 
already  certified.  The  LIHEAP  statute  mandates  a  response  within  48  hours  for  eligible 
households.  A  few  subgrantees  provide  the  emergency  payment  prior  to  certification,  but  this  is 
infrequent.  DHCD  told  the  Bureau  that  in  PY  2001  there  were  only  9  documented  cases  where 
an  emergency  payment  was  made  prior  to  the  certification  of  the  applicant. 

If  for  some  reason  in  these  infrequent  cases  the  applicant  is  later  deemed  ineligible  or 
never  completes  the  application,  these  subgrantees  attempt  to  recover  the  funds  from  the 
household  that  received  the  emergency  assistance.  If  the  applicant  applies  again  the  following 
year  and  is  deemed  eligible  at  that  time,  the  owed  money  is  deducted  from  the  applicant's 
benefit.  If  the  LIHEAP  funds  are  not  recovered,  the  subgrantees  use  other  funds  such  as  private 
donations  to  cover  the  cost  of  an  emergency  payment. 

APPEALS  PROCESS 

If  an  application  is  denied  for  any  reason  the  applicant  has  the  right  to  appeal.  In  PY 
2001,  8,747  applications  were  denied  because  they  were  over  income,  comprising  41.6%  of  all 
denied  applications.  Incomplete  applications  are  the  other  major  reason  for  denial  of  benefits.  A 
total  of  9,359  incomplete  applications  were  denied  in  PY  2001,  or  44.5%  of  all  denials.  The 
subgrantees,  through  formal  written  letters  and  telephone  calls,  make  many  attempts  to  inform 
applicants  of  what  is  necessary  to  complete  their  applications.  At  the  end  of  a  program  year,  all 
incomplete  applications  are  denied  in  writing.  Simultaneously,  denied  applicants,  including 
those  denied  because  their  applications  were  incomplete,  receive  information  on  the  appeals 
process. 

The  appeals  process  is  two-tiered.  The  first  step  is  at  the  local  level,  and  is  generally  in 
writing  on  a  standard  form.  The  subgrantee  reviews  the  application  to  make  sure  that  all  of  the 


16  Fiscal  Year  2001  Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  Administrative  Guidance  for  Program 
Operators,  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development,  p.  10. 


information  is  complete  and  accurate.  Most  subgrantees  said  that  they  have  a  decision  on  an 
appeal  within  two  weeks.  According  to  the  Fiscal  Year  2001  Low  Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  Administrative  Guidance  for  Program  Operators,  the  subgrantee  must  issue 
a  written  decision  within  20  days  if  the  appeal  takes  the  form  of  a  review  of  the  written  file.  If 
the  appeal  is  a  face-to-face  hearing,  the  subgrantee  must  issue  a  written  decision  within  10 
days.     If  the  subgrantee  denies  an  applicant  a  second  time,  the  applicant  has  the  right  to  appeal 
to  DHCD.  However,  subgrantees  indicated  that  the  majority  of  their  appeals  are  resolved  at  the 
local  level,  often  with  a  reversal  of  the  original  denial.  According  to  the  subgrantees,  in  many 
instances,  households  appeal  because  they  have  experienced  either  a  change  in  income  or  a 
change  in  household  status  (i.e.,  the  number  of  household  members,  etc.)  since  the  time  of  initial 
application.  In  such  cases,  applicants  are  often  deemed  eligible  upon  appeal. 

Any  appeal  to  DHCD  must  be  in  writing,  and  can  only  take  place  after  a  local-level 
appeal.  DHCD  numbered  its  appeals  at  approximately  40  to  50  per  year.  DHCD  indicated  that 
they  try  to  certify  a  household  eligible  if  at  all  possible.  On  occasion,  they  receive  documents 
that  alter  the  applicants'  financial  status  that  were  never  provided  to  the  subgrantees. 

Of  the  subgrantees  with  whom  the  Bureau  spoke,  most  said  they  have  very  few  appeals. 
They  also  noted  that  in  the  majority  of  the  appeals  that  proceed  to  DHCD,  the  subgrantee's 
original  determination  is  upheld.  The  subgrantees  indicated  that  they  work  closely  with  DHCD 
on  the  appeals,  that  DHCD  informs  them  in  writing  of  the  outcome(s),  and  that  in  some  cases 
during  an  appeal  DHCD  can  address  a  problem  or  confusion  in  the  guidelines  program-wide, 
rather  than  the  subgrantees  trying  to  interpret  something  independently. 

STAFFING 

DHCD  currently  has  four  employees  that  focus  solely  on  LIHEAP  in  its  Bureau  of 
Energy  Programs  (BEP),  providing  day-to  day  support  for  subgrantees  as  well  as  performing 
ongoing  administrative  and  planning  responsibilities.  LIHEAP  consumes  approximately  60%  of 
the  BEP  Director's  time.  There  is  one  financial  person  dedicated  primarily  to  LIHEAP  but  is  not 
part  of  BEP.  Moreover,  three  of  BEP's  weatherization  staff  spend  approximately  15%  of  their 
time  on  program  monitoring  for  LIHEAP. 


17p.48. 
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The  subgrantees  have  LEHEAP  staff  ranging  from  six  through  twenty- five.  In  meeting 
with  the  subgrantees,  the  Bureau  learned  that  many  of  the  staff  counted  as  "LIHEAP  staff  are 
either  seasonal  employees  or  employees  such  as  administrative  or  human  resource  staff  that 
provide  some  LIHEAP  support  but  also  have  responsibilities  to  other  programs.  A  majority  of 
the  subgrantees  lay  off  LIHEAP  staff  during  the  summer  because  they  do  not  have  the 
administrative  funds  to  pay  for  their  salaries.  This  is  problematic  because  it  tends  to  encourage 
high  staff  turnover,  which  in  turn  leads  to  more  time  and  effort  spent  on  training  new  staff. 
Subgrantees  also  indicated  that  with  year-round  LIHEAP  staff,  they  would  be  able  to  process 
applications  for  the  upcoming  program  year  during  the  summer,  thus  avoiding  the  autumn  rush. 
Some  subgrantees  have  assigned  LIHEAP  staff  to  other  programs  during  the  summer  months,  or 
have  decreased  the  number  of  LIHEAP  staff  during  the  heating  season  in  exchange  for  a  year- 
round  core  LIHEAP  staff. 

TRAINING  PROVISIONS 

DHCD  provides  annual  one-  or  two-day  training  for  subgrantee  LIHEAP  directors  and 
other  staff.  The  subgrantees  said  that  the  training  was  useful  and  adequate,  although  they  also 
indicated  that  the  training  is  more  helpful  for  newer  employees  than  longer-term  employees.  In 
recent  years  DHCD  has  more  specifically  tailored  the  training  to  the  varying  needs  of  the  staff; 
for  example,  intake  staff  attend  one  workshop  while  executive  directors  attend  an  alternate 
workshop.  The  subgrantees  support  this  format. 

On  a  daily,  year-round  basis,  DHCD  is  available  for  technical  support  regarding 
eligibility  requirements  and  other  aspects  of  LIHEAP  administration.  The  subgrantees  stated 
that  if  and  when  they  have  specific  questions,  DHCD  is  available  and  quick  to  respond. 

ADMINISTRA  TIVE  COSTS 

DHHS  informed  the  Bureau  that  the  maximum  allowable  administrative  cost  is  10%  of 
LIHEAP  funds,  as  specified  in  Title  VI  of  the  Human  Services  Reauthorization  Act  of  1984  (P.L. 
98-558).  This  includes  administrative  costs  for  DHCD  and  the  subgrantees.  The  federal 
government  does  not  delineate  administrative  costs  for  LIHEAP;  rather,  DHHS  stated  that  the 
state  must  define  administrative  costs.  DHHS  accepts  the  state's  definition  unless  it  is  "clearly 
erroneous." 
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According  to  DHCD  and  the  subgrantees,  administrative  costs  pay  in  part  for  a 
percentage  of  the  salaries  of  a  subgrantee's  executive  director  and  other  subgrantee  staff  that 
assist  with  LIHEAP  functions  but  do  not  work  directly  with  LIHEAP  clients.  In  addition  to 
administrative  funds,  DHHS  provides  "Program  Support,"  or  "Assurance  16,"  funds.18  States 
can  spend  no  more  than  5%  of  their  LIHEAP  award  for  program  support.  In  Massachusetts, 
program  support  funds  are  used  to  provide  a  "case  management"  approach  in  paying  for  staff 
members  that  work  directly  with  clients  to  assess  their  needs,  such  as  creating  a  budget, 
establishing  a  payment  plan  for  arrearages,  or  seeking  weatherization  assistance.  In  PY  2000, 
total  administrative  expenditures  were  $6,335,727  (8.5%  of  total  program  expenditures  for  PY 
2000),  while  program  support  expenditures  were  $2,240,000  (3%  of  total  program  expenditures). 

ADVISORY  OR  PARTICIPA  TORY  OPPORTUNITIES 

A  small  number  of  subgrantees  believe  that  their  input  into  LIHEAP  policy  planning  is 
limited.  However,  most  subgrantees  told  the  Bureau  that  there  is  ample  opportunity,  through 
several  forums,  to  express  ideas  and  concerns  regarding  LIHEAP.  The  various  advisory  and/or 
participatory  groups  that  offer  the  subgrantees  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  discussions  are 
briefly  outlined  below. 


♦ 


♦ 


♦ 


The  Consumer  Education  Advisory  Task  Force  (CEATF),  which  meets  under  the 
Division  of  Energy  Resources  (DOER),  reviews  the  utilities'  pamphlets  and 
brochures  to  ensure  that  they  are  in  compliance  with  regulations  and  LIHEAP. 
DHCD  described  this  group  as  an  active  regulatory  body. 

The  Energy  Benefit  Task  Force  (EBTF)  is  sponsored  by  the  Massachusetts 
Community  Action  Program  Directors'  Association  (MASSCAP).  Participants 
include  DHCD,  utilities,  and  MASSCAP.  The  EBTF  provides  information  to 
utilities  for  their  customer  service  staff  regarding  utility  discounts  as  well  as 
LIHEAP  benefits  and  eligibility. 

The  Energy  Policy  Advisory  Group  is  currently  chaired  by  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Energy  Programs,  and  includes  among  others  representatives  from  the 
subgrantees,  utilities,  DOER,  and  BEP  staff.  It  meets  several  times  per  year  to 
discuss  topics  around  LIHEAP,  WAP,  and  HEARTWAP. 


18 


Title  XXVI,  §2605(b)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  P.L.  97-35,  as  amended. 
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♦ 


Most  of  the  subgrantees  participate  in  the  Massachusetts  Energy  Directors 
Association  (MED A),  which  has  monthly  meetings.  A  representative  from 
DHCD  usually  attends  MED  A  meetings  also. 


♦> 


>   In  May  2001,  DHCD  convened  a  "focus  group"  comprised  of  subgrantees.  The 
purpose  was  to  discuss  any  concerns  or  suggestions  regarding  LIHEAP.  A 
follow-up  meeting  was  held  in  August. 

DHCD  holds  a  public  hearing  every  year,  usually  in  August,  to  discuss  the 
upcoming  program  year,  which  commences  in  October.  Subgrantees  and  other 
interested  parties  are  invited  to  testify  at  the  hearing  about  the  program,  either 
regarding  changes  made  for  or  during  the  current  program  year,  or  proposed 
changes  or  suggestions  for  the  upcoming  program  year. 


FEDERAL  FUNDING 

The  Federal  Fiscal  Year,  or  FFY,  coincides  with  the  LIHEAP  Program  Year,  or  PY. 
They  run  from  October  1st  through  September  30th.  If  the  federal  appropriations  are  passed  by 
the  beginning  of  the  FFY,  states  receive  LIHEAP  funds  in  early  October.  The  first  payments  are 
made  for  heating  costs  incurred  in  November,  so  this  leaves  little  time  for  subgrantees  to  rehire 
seasonal  employees,  process  applications,  and  start  making  payments  to  vendors. 

The  federal  appropriation  for  LIHEAP  has  varied  significantly  since  the  program's 
inception.  For  example,  in  1985  Massachusetts  received  $86.9  million  out  of  a  total  federal 
appropriation  of  $2.10  billion.  In  1993,  a  federal  appropriation  of  $1.34  billion  allotted 
Massachusetts  $55  million.  In  2001,  Massachusetts  received  $94.7  million,  but  is 
anticipating  only  $58  million  for  2002.19  This  federal  funding  is  comprised  of  a  base  amount 
supplemented  by  different  components,  discussed  below.  Often  federal  funding  is  increased 
during  the  program  year,  which  leads  to  higher  benefits  for  LIHEAP  recipients  but,  according  to 
the  subgrantees,  also  leads  to  confusion  and  additional  administrative  work  for  subgrantees  and 
the  fuel  vendors. 

REALLOTMENT&  CONTINGENCY 

Reallotment  funds  are  LIHEAP  funds  that  states  returned  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  at  the  end  of  the  previous  program  year  because  they  were 


19  See  Appendix  C  for  information  on  federal  funding  from  1985  through  2001. 
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unobligated  and  exceeded  the  allotted  1 0%  carryover.      These  funds  are  then  redistributed  to  all 
states.  Massachusetts  has  never  returned  funds  to  DHHS.  If  DHCD  anticipates  that  more  than 
10%  will  remain,  it  allocates  those  funds  to  HEARTWAP.21  DHHS  is  supportive  of  this  use  of 
funds. 

Congress  can  also  authorize  additional  funds  that  the  President  may  choose  to  release  if 
necessary.  These  are  known  as  contingency  funds.  Massachusetts  received  $7,759,149  in 
contingency  funds  in  1999;  $26,751,660  in  2000;  and  $37,225,543  in  2001.  These  amounts  are 
included  in  the  total  amounts  Massachusetts  received  as  discussed  in  the  previous  section. 

LEVERAGING 

As  a  supplement  to  the  base  funding,  DHHS  administers  a  "Leveraging  Incentive  Fund" 
of  approximately  $21  million  for  the  nation.  This  is  a  separate  fund  distributed  on  the  basis  of 
"countable  non-federal  resources"  each  state  directs  toward  LIHEAP.  Leveraged  resources 
"represent  a  net  addition  to  the  total  energy  resources  available  to  State  and  federally  qualified 
households  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  such  resources  that  could  be  acquired  by  such  households 
through  the  purchase  of  energy  at  commonly  available  household  rates..."22 

Leveraged  funds  include  utility  discounts  provided  to  low-income  customers,  as  well  as 
private  donations  or  state  or  municipal  funds.  Leveraged  funds  also  include  discounts  such  as 
the  "Margin-Over-Rack"  (MOR)  Payment  Method: 

This  method  allows  the  vendor  to  be  paid  the  lesser  of  either: 

1)  a  set  margin  of  26.5  cents  per  gallon  above  the  weekly  average  price  of 
oil  as  reported  in  the  daily  price  report,  Oil  Price  Information  Service;  or 

2)  their  regular  retail  price  on  the  date  of  delivery. 

All  subgrantees  use  MOR  with  the  exception  of  one,  which  operates  an  oil  bid  program 
instead.24  During  the  public  hearing  held  this  August,  many  of  those  testifying  expressed  support 
for  a  pricing  mechanism  for  natural  gas  and  electricity  that  is  similar  to  MOR. 


'°  See  CARRYOVER  section  on  p.  15. 


21  See  RELATED  PROGRAMS  section  on  p.  17. 

Compilation  of  the  Low-Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981  As  Amended  Through  August  1,  1999, 
Prepared  by  the  Division  of  Energy  Assistance  Office  of  Community  Services/ACF/HHS.  §2607A. 

23  Fiscal  Year  2001  Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  Ao^rninistrative  Guidance  for  Program 
Operators,  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development,  p. 54. 

24  Subgrantees  told  the  Bureau  that  while  the  oil  bid  program  saves  approximately  $0.20  per  gallon,  and  the  MOR 
saves  approximately  $0.10  per  gallon,  the  oil  bid  program  requires  clients  to  use  specific  oil  vendors.  The  oil  bid 
program  tends  to  exclude  the  "mom  and  pop"  vendors  who,  according  to  the  subgrantees,  have  a  stronger  customer 
service  commitment. 
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Massachusetts  received  $1.16  million,  $1.4  million,  and  $1.2  million  in  leveraging  award 
funds  for  PY  1999,  2000,  and  2001,  respectively.  In  PY  2000,  "the  Commonwealth  "leveraged" 
a  total  of  over  $40  million  in  non- federal  resources... These  funds  will  become  part  of  overall 
LIHEAP  appropriation  designated  as  benefits  for  eligible  households..."25  The  $40  million  in 
leveraged  funds  led  to  the  $1.2  million  Leveraging  Incentive  Award  for  PY  2001. 

Another  federal  funding  mechanism  is  the  Residential  Energy  Assistance  Challenge 
Option  Program  (R.E.A.CH.),  a  set-aside  of  25%  of  the  federal  Leveraging  Incentive  Fund.  This 
is  a  competitive  grant  for  proposals  to  reduce  the  need  for  home  energy  assistance.  The 
subgrantees  apply  for  this  directly.  Each  grant  is  provided  for  three-year  projects.  According  to 
DHCD,  one  of  the  subgrantees  received  a  R.E.A.CH.  grant  in  1996,  the  first  year  these  grants 
were  awarded.  Massachusetts  subgrantees  have  applied  for  R.E.A.CH.  grants  since  1996  but 
have  not  been  selected. 

CARRYOVER 

States  can  carry  over  no  more  than  10%  of  its  unobligated  funds.  Anything  in  excess  of 
10%  is  returned  to  DHHS  for  reallotment  for  the  subsequent  program  year.  DHCD  does  prefer 
to  carry  over  some  funding  in  order  to  ensure  the  availability  of  some  funds  for  the  start-up  of  the 
upcoming  program  year,  given  the  uncertainties  in  federal  funding.  The  subgrantees,  although 
frustrated  that  benefit  levels  are  not  higher,  generally  thought  that  the  carryover  was  an  important 
safety  net.  However,  from  PY  2001,  DHCD  is  carrying  over  only  $1  million,  having  spent 
$90,954,330  directly  on  benefits. 


STATE  FUNDING 

Massachusetts  has  supplemented  LIHEAP  in  varying  degrees  since  its  inception. 
Historically,  the  state  has  provided  funding  for  one-  and  two-person  households  between  150% 
and  175%  of  the  poverty  level.      This  category  was  funded  through  the  Petroleum  Violation 
Escrow  (PVE)  funds  under  DOER  until  2000,  when  all  households  in  that  income  category  were 


25  Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program  (LIHEAP)  Detailed  Model  Plan  FY  2001,  Grantee: 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts. 

26  See  Appendix  D  for  poverty  level  information. 
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incorporated  into  the  rest  of  the  LIHEAP  program.  While  it  was  funded  through  PVE,  this 
category's  funding  ranged  from  $2.5  million  (1991  and  1992)  to  $750,000  (1997-1999). 

During  the  1980's,  the  Commonwealth  also  provided  funding  for  supplementing  the 
federal  LIHEAP  funds,  for  weatherization  and  for  advance  funding  for  the  beginning  of  the 
program  year.27  In  conjunction  with  this  $17  million  line  item,  the  state  also  provided  $4  million 
in  line  item  3745-2000  for  weatherization  assistance.  Similar  appropriations  continued  until  FY 
1991 .  Then,  in  response  to  sharp  increases  in  oil  prices  in  the  winter  of  1999-2000,  the 
Legislature  included  in  a  supplemental  appropriations  bill  signed  on  February  25,  2000: 


For  a  one-time  state  supplement  to  the  federal  Low  Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  low  income  elders,  working 
families  and  other  households  with  the  purchase  of  heating  oil  and  propane; 
provided,  that  funds  from  this  item  shall  not  be  expended  until  all  federal  funds 
available  for  said  purpose  have  been  obligated  for  said  purpose... 

$12,000,00028 


Because  the  state  fiscal  year  runs  from  July  1st  through  June  30l  ,  any  state-allocated 
funds  expire  on  June  30th,  three  months  prior  to  the  end  of  the  FFY.  DHCD  and  the  subgrantees 
could  not  expend  the  state's  $12  million  prior  to  June  30  ,  2000  because  federal  funds  were  still 
in  use.  Therefore,  the  state's  appropriation  expired.  In  another  supplemental  appropriation 
approved  on  November  9,  2000,  the  Legislature  allocated  another  $12  million  for  Massachusetts 
FY  2001: 


For  a  one-time  state  supplement  to  the  federal  Low  Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  low  income  elders,  working 
families  and  other  households  with  the  purchase  of  heating  oil,  propane  and 
natural  gas;  provided,  that  funds  from  this  item  shall  not  be  expended  until  all 
federal  funds  available  for  the  purpose  have  been  expended  for  the  purpose... 

$12,000,00029 


Again,  these  funds  expired  on  June  30th,  2001,  unused. 

Given  the  26.18%  increase  in  applications  from  1999-2001,  the  likely  reduction  in  federal 
funds  available  for  LIHEAP,  the  uncertainty  of  utility  and  fuel  prices,  and  the  forecasted 


27  See  Appendix  F  for  a  sample  of  legislative  language  providing  this  $17,000,000  in  funding  for  FY  1986. 

28  Chapter  34  of  the  Acts  of  2000,  §2  A,  7004-1000. 

29  Chapter  316  of  the  Acts  of  2000,  §2  A,  7004-1000. 
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economic  downturn  of  the  state  and  federal  economies,  the  Legislature  should  consider  options 
that  would  make  state  funds  available  for  fuel  assistance.  This  could  assist  the  subgrantees  in 
retaining  staff  or  at  least  rehiring  staff  early  enough  to  process  applications  for  November  1st  and 
to  start  making  payments  to  vendors  on  or  immediately  after  November  1st. 


RELATED  PROGRAMS;    WAP  AND  HEARTWAP 

DHCD's  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs  (BEP)  also  administers  the  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  (WAP)  and  the  Heating  Emergency  Assistance  Retrofit  Task  Weatherization 
Assistance  Program  (HEARTWAP). 

WAP,  which  aims  to  reduce  the  heating  bills  of  low-income  households,  is  funded 
through  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy.  Priority  is  given  to  households  with  certain 
characteristics,  such  as  having  elderly  or  young  children  in  residence,  or  having  a  history  of  high 
energy  usage. 

HEARTWAP  pays  for  the  replacement  or  repair  of  heating  systems  in  low-income 
households.  It  is  funded  with  LIHEAP  funds.  In  1999,  $3,500,000  was  spent  on  HEARTWAP. 
In  2000  this  was  increased  to  $5,000,000,  and  in  2001  the  amount  was  $6,000,000,  which  served 
approximately  9900  households.30  At  the  public  hearing  for  the  2002  Program  Year,  DHCD 
estimated  that  the  amount  available  for  HEARTWAP  in  the  upcoming  year  will  be  $3,000,000. 
Those  who  testified  at  the  public  hearing  expressed  strong  support  for  HEARTWAP  and  urged 
additional  funding  if  possible. 


30  Minutes  from  the  Energy  Policy  Advisory  Group  December  13,  2001  meeting,  and  DHCD  comments  on  draft 
report.  See  Appendix  G. 
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SURVEY  RESULTS 

The  Bureau  mailed  a  survey  to  each  of  the  subgrantees  and  received  nineteen  completed 
surveys,  an  86%  response  rate.  The  following  is  a  compilation  of  the  survey  results. 

Contracts 

Almost  80%  of  respondents  have  had  a  LIHEAP  contract  for  20  years  or  more.  All 
contracts  expire  annually,  at  the  end  of  the  September,  at  which  time  the  contracts  are  renewed. 
The  contract  process,  according  to  the  subgrantees,  is  uniform  and  consistent  every  year.  The 
LIHEAP  program  in  Massachusetts  seldom  undergoes  the  RFP  process.  According  to  DHCD,  a 
frequent  RFP  process  could  not  be  justified,  as  the  subgrantees  have  significant  experience, 
expertise  and  institutional  knowledge  in  administering  LIHEAP.  Furthermore,  DHCD  said  that 
it  would  be  an  expensive  undertaking  to  replicate  the  intake  and  software  systems  for  a  new 
subgrantee.  DHCD  said  it  prefers  to  work  with  a  subgrantee  to  address  any  administrative 
difficulties.  On  a  rare  occasion,  DHCD  can  and  does  suspend  a  contract  due  to  serious 
administrative  problems  with  a  subgrantee;  however,  the  last  time  this  occurred  was 
approximately  15  years  ago.  In  addition,  under  federal  law,  community  action  agencies  receive 
preference  for  LIHEAP  contracts  with  the  idea  that  they  can  provide  LIHEAP  clients  with  a 
multitude  of  other  services  such  as  childcare,  for  example. 

Staffing 

Over  80%o  of  respondents  have  less  than  20  employees  who  work  on  LIHEAP.  Many 
subgrantees  said  that  their  employees  who  do  work  with  the  LIHEAP  also  work  on  other 
programs  that  the  subgrantees  administer,  and  some  are  only  part-time  or  seasonal.     The  part- 
time  status  of  some  LIHEAP  employees  as  well  as  high  staff  turnover  were  of  concern  to  most  of 
the  subgrantees.  Given  the  volume  of  LIHEAP  applicants,  subgrantees  placed  great  emphasis  on 
the  need  for  reliable,  knowledgeable,  well-trained  staff.  In  PY  2001,  the  smallest  subgrantee 
served  over  1,000  LIHEAP  clients  and  the  largest  served  over  12,000  LIHEAP  clients.  In 
addition  to  the  eligible  households  served,  subgrantees  processed  applications  for  many 
ineligible  applicants.  The  smallest  subgrantee  took  in  almost  2,000  LIHEAP  applications  in 


31Title  XXVI,  §2605(b)(6)  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  Public  Law  97-35,  as  amended. 
32  See  STAFFING  section  on  p.  10. 
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total,  while  the  largest  took  in  over  16,000  LIHEAP  applications.  The  total  number  of 
applications  processed  by  the  21  subgrantees  in  2001  was  155,270. 

LIHEAP  Effectiveness 

Respondents  said  that  overall  the  LIHEAP  program  is  effective.  Over  70%  gave  the 
program  a  score  of  an  8  or  higher  (out  of  a  score  of  1-10  with  one  being  not  effective  and  10 
being  very  effective).  The  reasons  for  lower  scores  included,  "benefit  levels  are  too  low  to  be 
effective,"  and  the  complex,  confusing  nature  of  the  program  derived  from  regulations  and 
eligibility  criteria  that  are  subject  to  change  every  year. 

Outreach  Activities 

Eighty- four  percent  of  respondents  said  that  funds  received  from  DHCD  pay  for  LIHEAP 
outreach  activities.  Almost  all  respondents,  however,  said  that  these  funds  are  not  enough  for 
significant  outreach.  Many  subgrantees  said  that  they  use  local  funds  or  other  monies  to 
supplement  the  DHCD  funds.  Sixty-three  percent  of  respondents  rated  their  outreach  activities  at 
7  or  higher  (out  of  a  score  of  1-10  with  1  being  ineffective  and  10  being  very  effective).  Many 
of  these  subgrantees  pointed  to  an  increase  in  applicants  this  year  as  proof  that  their  outreach 
efforts  were  productive.  Seventy-nine  percent  of  responding  subgrantees,  however,  said  that 
there  are  potentially  LIHEAP-eligible  populations  who  are  not  being  served.  The  subgrantees 
listed  some  of  these  groups  as  proud  elderly,  young  adults  with  children,  working  poor,  newly 
unemployed/retired,  and  people  just  moving  to  the  area.  The  subgrantees  cited  that  more 
outreach  is  needed  to  try  to  reach  these  people  but  some  subgrantees  stated  that  no  matter  how 
intensive  the  outreach  effort,  some  of  those  eligible  will  choose  not  to  apply  for  a  variety  of 
reasons.  Outreach  methods  include  mailings;  television,  radio  and  newspaper  advertisements; 
and  fliers  distributed  to  and  by  social  services  agencies,  schools,  Councils  on  Aging,  and 
churches.  Some  of  the  subgrantees  do  this  in  different  languages.  Utilities  also  provide 
information  on  LIHEAP  in  customer  mailings. 

Subgrantee  Relationships  with  DHCD 

Eighty-four  percent  of  respondents  rated  their  relationship  with  DHCD  as  an  8  or  higher 
(out  of  a  score  of  1-10  with  1  being  poor  and  10  being  excellent).  Subgrantees  said  they  have  a 
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"good  working  relationship"  with  DHCD.  However,  only  69%  of  respondents  rated  the  quality 
of  information  and  guidance  they  receive  from  DHCD  as  an  8  or  higher  (out  of  a  score  of  1-10 
with  1  being  poor  and  10  being  excellent).  Comments  ranged  from  "available  to  answer 
questions"  to  "guidance  for  new  programs  is  sometimes  slow  in  arriving." 

Ninety- five  percent  of  respondents  said  that  DHCD  seeks  their  subgrantee's  input  in  how 
best  to  implement  and/or  improve  the  program.  Responses,  however,  ranged  from  "on  occasion" 
and  "limited  input"  to  "always"  and  "often." 

Administrative  Burden 

Twenty-one  percent  of  respondents  rated  the  administrative  burden  as  3  or  less  (out  of  a 
score  of  1-10  with  1  being  burdensome  and  10  being  very  manageable);  in  other  words  very 
heavy.  At  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum,  thirty-seven  percent  of  respondents  rated  the 
administrative  burden  as  an  8  or  higher;  that  is,  they  felt  that  the  administrative  burden  was 
manageable.  The  other  42%  of  respondents  rated  the  administrative  burden  as  average,  ranging 
from  4  to  7.  Many  of  the  subgrantees  cited  the  lack  of  funding  as  a  problem.  Some  subgrantees 
said  that  this  results  in  staff  layoffs  and  turnover,  which  focuses  management's  attention  on 
training  staff  instead  of  on  running  the  program.  The  subgrantees  also  said  that  the  lack  of 
funding  results  in  a  lack  of  advanced  planning.  Others  said  changes  during  the  program  year 
were  an  added  burden. 

Application  Process 

Subgrantees  said  they  start  accepting  applications  anywhere  from  August  to  November 
and  stop  accepting  applications  in  April  or  May,  depending  on  DHCD's  determination.  For 
example,  during  PY  2001,  the  deadline  was  extended  to  May  31st  because  the  Department  of 
Telecommunications  and  Energy  extended  the  shut-off  moratorium  to  April  15*  instead  of 
March  15th.  In  order  to  accommodate  this,  based  on  the  knowledge  that  many  clients  do  not 
apply  for  fuel  assistance  until  they  receive  shut-off  notices,  DHCD  extended  the  application 
deadline. 
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Funding:  Administration 

Respondents  said  initial  funding  to  be  disbursed  to  fuel  vendors  on  behalf  of  LIHEAP 
recipients  is  received  anywhere  from  October  to  December.  These  funds  are  disbursed  generally 
through  July  or  August.  Respondents  also  said  that  they  start  disbursing  funds  immediately  upon 
receipt. 

Are  needs  being  met? 

Fifty-eight  percent  of  respondents  said  that  the  grant  from  DHCD  is  sufficient  to  meet  the 
needs  of  their  community's  LIHEAP.  Twenty-six  percent  stressed,  however,  that  if  all  eligible 
households  applied  for  fuel  assistance,  the  grant  would  not  be  sufficient.  Those  who  responded 
that  the  grant  is  not  sufficient  commented  that  funding  is  inadequate,  that  benefit  levels  are  too 
low,  and  that  "useable  state  funding  is  needed  to  supplement  federal  dollars  and  guarantee  a 
timely  program  start."  Subgrantees  emphasized  in  the  survey  and  in  the  meetings  with  the 
Bureau  that  benefit  levels  should  be  higher  and  that  continued  fluctuations  in  benefit  levels  and 
eligibility  requirements  are  problematic  to  the  clients  and  to  the  administration  of  the  program. 

Ninety-five  percent  of  respondents  ask  for  additional  funding  above  their  initial  allotment 
some  years  or  every  year.  Fifty-three  percent  said  that  they  always  receive  the  requested  amount 
of  additional  funds  from  DHCD.  All  of  the  other  subgrantees  who  responded  to  this  question 
said  they  sometimes  receive  the  requested  amount.  None  of  the  subgrantees  said  that  it  never 
received  the  additional  amount  requested. 

Sixty-eight  percent  of  respondents  said  they  have  not  had  to  turn  away  people  due  to  lack 
of  funds.  Most  of  these  subgrantees,  however,  attributed  this  to  low  benefit  levels;  that  is,  if 
benefit  levels  were  higher,  the  funding  provided  would  be  exhausted  before  all  eligible 
applicants  could  be  served.  Respondents  did  comment  that  they  have  turned  away  people  who 
have  already  exhausted  their  benefit  levels  but  are  in  need  of  additional  assistance. 

Ninety- five  percent  of  respondents  said  they  do  occasionally  or  most  years  have  some 
funds  remaining  at  the  end  of  the  program  year.  Some  of  these  subgrantees  attributed  this  to  low 
benefit  levels.  Unspent  funds,  the  subgrantees  said,  are  returned  to  DHCD,  which  generally 
redistributes  them  to  subgrantees  with  higher  needs,  uses  the  funds  for  HEARTWAP,  or  retains 
the  funds  as  carryover  funds  to  assist  the  start-up  of  the  upcoming  program  year. 
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BUREAU  MEETINGS  WITH  SUBGRANTEES 

The  Bureau  gleaned  additional  information  in  its  follow-up  meetings  with  seven  of  the 
subgrantees  to  discuss  their  survey  responses.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  issues  raised  at 
those  meetings. 

Administrative  Concerns 

Most  subgrantees  accept  that  for  the  most  part  the  administrative  burden  is  a  necessary 
part  of  the  job  to  ensure  that  the  proper  households  receive  funds.  The  most  difficult  aspect  is 
the  fluctuation  in  funding  and  benefit  levels  at  the  beginning  of  and  during  the  program  year. 
While  subgrantees  are  pleased  for  the  clients  when  benefits  increase,  it  creates  a  significant 
burden  for  them,  as  they  must  notify  clients  and  vendors  of  the  changes. 

The  subgrantees  also  said  that  staff  turnover  adds  to  the  administrative  burden,  given  the 
complexities  of  LIHEAP  processes  and  benefits.  Year-round  staff  would  alleviate  some  of  the 
turnover  and  ease  some  of  the  administrative  burden  associated  with  the  annual  start-up.  Many 
of  the  subgrantees  did  send  out  their  applications  to  the  previous  year's  applicants  this  summer, 
and  hoped  to  process  them  earlier  than  in  past  years.  This  is  possible  especially  for  the 
subgrantees  that  are  able  to  retain  year-round  staff  either  through  reassigning  them  to  other 
programs  during  the  summer  months  or  reducing  staff  size  in  exchange  for  a  smaller  but  year- 
round  staff. 

The  subgrantees  were  supportive  of  the  Margin-Over-Rack  (MOR)  discount.  " 
Nonetheless,  they  indicated  that  during  a  period  of  extremely  volatile  oil  prices,  the  MOR  price 
changed  every  day.  This,  they  said,  is  disruptive  to  the  program  and  difficult  for  the  subgrantees 
as  well  as  the  vendors.  At  the  public  hearing  and  in  meetings  with  the  Bureau,  subgrantees 
expressed  support  for  establishing  a  standard  oil  discount  similar  to  the  utility  discounts. 


33  See  LEVERAGING  section  on  p.  14. 
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Benefits 

The  subgrantees  all  felt  that  benefit  levels  should  be  higher,  particularly  given  rising  fuel 
costs;  however,  they  acknowledged  that  benefit  levels  were  better  in  2001  than  they  had  been  in 
the  past.  They  also  expressed  concern  about  the  2002  program  year  funding  availability. 

The  subgrantees  strongly  supported  the  high  energy  benefit  because  (1)  it  targets  those 
who  most  need  additional  fuel  assistance,  often  elderly  clients,  and  (2)  those  with  high  energy 
usage  are  then  given  priority  for  weatherization  assistance.  They  also  supported  increasing  the 
eligibility  ceiling  to  include  those  at  60%  of  the  state  median  income  level. 

Communication 

Most  of  the  subgrantees  said  that  they  have  a  good  relationship  with  DHCD,  and 
indicated  that  they  have  ample  opportunity  to  provide  input  in  LIHEAP  policies  and  planning. 
They  all  stated  that  DHCD  is  readily  accessible  via  telephone  to  answer  any  specific  technical 
questions. 

At  all  of  the  meetings,  the  subgrantees  informed  the  Bureau  that  they  have  good 
relationships  with  their  fuel  vendors.  They  explained  that  they  had  built  up  a  level  of  trust  with 
the  vendors  over  many  years.  Each  of  the  subgrantees  work  with  a  large  number  of  fuel  vendors, 
but  a  recent  trend  in  mergers  is  reducing  that  number.  The  subgrantees  also  mentioned  that  in 
some  cases  communication  with  utilities  has  become  more  difficult  because  they  too  have 
merged  into  larger,  often  out-of-state  companies. 

Outreach 

Language  needs  of  LIHEAP  applicants  are  met  using  a  variety  of  available  community 
resources.  A  recent  directive  from  DHHS  specifies  the  process  of  collecting  additional  language 
information  from  the  community. 

While  subgrantees  indicated  that  their  outreach  efforts  are  good,  they  all  voiced  the  need 
for  more  outreach.  They  specifically  mentioned  the  need  for  public  service  announcements  on 
television  at  peak  viewing  hours. 
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CONCLUSION 

LEHEAP  provides  fuel  assistance  to  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Massachusetts  residents  each 
winter.  DHCD  and  the  subgrantees  make  a  genuine  effort  to  provide  a  fair  administrative 
process  for  the  applicants  and  to  publicize  and  reach  the  eligible  population.  While  there  are 
ongoing  discussions  about  eligibility  requirements,  benefit  levels,  leveraging  funds,  outreach 
efforts,  year-round  staffing,  and  methods  to  ease  the  administrative  burden,  DHCD  and  the 
subgrantees  overall  have  a  cooperative  relationship  with  well-established  communication 
channels.  DHCD  should  make  an  extra  effort  to  ensure  that  all  subgrantees  are  well  aware  of 
these  communication  opportunities,  and  that  each  receives  ample  opportunity  to  provide  input. 

LIHEAP  will  continue  to  evolve  based  on  strong  communication  and  on  funding 
availability.  Given  the  26.18%  increase  in  applications  from  1999-2001,  the  likely  reduction  in 
federal  funds  available  for  LIHEAP,  the  uncertainty  of  utility  and  fuel  prices,  and  the  forecasted 
economic  downturn  of  the  state  and  federal  economies,  the  Legislature  should  consider  options 
that  would  make  state  funds  available  for  fuel  assistance.  This  could  provide  some  stability  to 
the  start-up  of  the  program  each  heating  season,  and  consequently  would  provide  timely  service 
to  those  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  who  are  in  need. 
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APPENDIX  A 


* 


'Courtesy  of  DHCD  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs 


PUG    30    '01       11 :36PM   COMM   MRSS-EXEC   OFF   COMM   &    DLV 

FY     1999     UHEAP  SERVED  HOUSEHOLD  DATA  SUMMARY 

COMBINED  PROGRAMS 


P. 4 


FINAL 


HOUSEHOLD  SERVED  DATA 

STATE 

FEDERAL 

COMBINED  PROGRAMS 

Total  Households  Served 

6.327 

99,338 

105,665 

AVE. 

Individuals  In  Households 

9,367 

237,161 

246.528 

2.33 

HOUSEHOLD  CHARACTERISTICS 

Elderly  {Over  60) 

3,866 

31,126 

34,992 

33.12% 

Disabled 

1,007 

13,860 

14.867 

14.07% 

SSI  -  Total 

36S 

28,305 

28,673 

27.14% 

Children  Under, 3 

141 

13,138 

13,279 

12.57% 

Children  3-5 

196 

16,014 

16,210 

15.34% 

Children  Under  6 

337 

24.334 

24,671 

23.35% 

Social  Security 

4,342 

40,245 

44,587 

42.20% 

AFDC 

39 

20,352 

20,391 

18.30% 

EAEDC 

27 

2.049 

2,076 

1.96% 

VA  Benefits 

143 

1,751 

1,894 

1;79% 

Renters  -  Total 

2,931 

72,993 

75,924 

71.85% 

Public/Subs  Housing 

462 

20,356 

20,818 

19.70% 

Vietnam  Veterans 

103 

1,336 

1,439 

1.36% 

Employed  Households 

2,020 

25,998 

28,018 

26.52% 

Self^Employed 

64 

1,287 

1.351 

1.28% 

Unemployment  Benefits 

154 

3,574 

3,728 

3.53% 

Food  Stamps 

510 

43,621 

44.131 

41.77% 

Zero  Income 

0 

727 

727 

0.69% 

Separate  Economic  Units 

14 

322 

336 

0.32% 

Secondary  Source  Payment 

11 

1.145 

1.156 

1.09% 

ETHNIC  BACKGROUND 

Black 

361 

8,002 

8,363 

7.91% 

White 

5,362 

66,652 

72.014 

68.15% 

Hispanic 

319 

15,955 

16,274 

15.40% 

Native  American 

10 

270 

280 

0.26% 

Asian 

41 

3,793 

3,834 

3.63% 

Cape  Verdean 

80 

1,842 

1,922 

1.82% 

Other 

83 

1,623 

1,706 

1,61% 

No  Response 

71 

1,201 

1,272 

1.20% 

PRIMARY  HEATING  SOURCE 

Fuel  Oil 

2,181 

25,656 

27.837 

,26.34% 

Kerosene 

119 

1,151 

1,270 

1.20% 

Natural  Gas 

3,085 

54.096 

57,181 

54.12% 

Electricity 

551 

8,460 

9,011 

8.53% 

Propane 

113 

1,640 

1,753 

1.66% 

Coat 

0 

36 

36 

0.03% 

Wood 

16 

485 

501 

0.47% 

Rent/Heat  Included 

262 

7,814 

8,076 

7.64% 

INCOME  LEVELS 

75%  of  Poverty  and  Under 

0 

27.510 

27.510 

26.04% 

+     75%   -   100%  Poverty 

0 

31.250 

31,250 

29.57% 

.      ...+  100%    -  ...125%  Poverty^    ... 

0 

23.781    

-  ■    -23,781- 

22.51% 

+  125%   -   150%  Poverty 

0 

16.797 

16.797 

15.90% 

+  150%    -    175%  Poverty 

6,327 

0    - 

6,327 

5.99% 

AML  10/27/99 

DHCD  BUREAU  OF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS 


[HH1F_SM8_RPT) 


HUb    JU       ui        iTTjbH^^I 


'I   HHbb-LXLL    Uhh     Lunn    &    ULV 
FY     2000     LIH6AP  SERVED  HOUSEHOLD  DATA  SUMMARY 


FINAL 


K.d 


HOUSEHOLD  SERVED  DATA 


FEDERAL  PROGRAM 


Total  Households  Served 

113,408 

AVE. 

Individuals  in  Households 

265,784 

2.34 

HOUSEHOLD  CHARACTERISTICS 

%  SERVED 

Elderly  (Over  60) 

38,083 

33.58% 

Disabled 

16,712 

14.74% 

SSI  -  Total 

29,239 

25.78% 

Children  Under  3 

13,909 

12.26% 

Children  3  -  5 

16,408 

14.47% 

Children  Under  6 

25,473 

22.46% 

Social  Security 

48,617 

42.87% 

.       AFDC     , 

15,885 

14.01% 

EAEDC 

1,914 

1.69% 

VA  Benefits 

1,936 

1.71% 

Renters  -  Total 

77,869 

68,66% 

Public/Subs  Housing 

21,252 

18.74% 

Vietnam  Veterans 

1,550 

1.37% 

Employed  Households' 

34,928 

30.80% 

Self-Employed 

1.789 

1.58% 

Unemployment  Benefits 

3.676 

3,24% 

Food  Stamps 

40,098 

35.36% 

Zero  Income 

855 

0.75  % 

Separate  Economic  Units 

257 

0.23% 

Secondary  Source  Payment 

2,333 

2.06% 

ETHNIC  BACKGROUND 

Black 

9,079 

8.01% 

White 

77,871 

68.66% 

Hispanic 

16,862 

14.87% 

Native  American 

262 

0.23% 

Asian 

3,812 

3.36% 

Cape  Verdean 

2,016 

1.78% 

Other 

2,027 

1.79% 

No  Response 

1,479 

1.30% 

PRIMARY  HEATING  SOURCE 

Fuel  Oil 

34,087 

30.06%' 

Kerosene 

■    1,525 

1 .34% 

Natural  Gas 

58,627 

51.70% 

Electricity 

8,994 

7.93% 

Propane 

1,970 

1 .74% 

Coal 

27 

0.02% 

Wood 

463 

0.41% 

Rent/Heat  Included 

7,715 

6.80% 

INCOME  LEVELS 

75%  of  Poverty  and  Under 

24,370 

21.49% 

+     75%   -    100%  Poverty 

31,238 

27.54% 

+  100%  -   125%  Poverty 

24,004 

21.17% 

+  125%   -   150%  Poverty 

17,995 

16.87% 

+  150%   -   175%  Poverty 

10,942 

9.65% 

+  175%   -   200%  Poverty 

3,985 

3.51% 

+  200%   -   60%  Median  Income 

874 

0.77% 

AML  11/9/00 

DHCD  BUREAU  OF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS 


(HH  SMRO  AF  RPT) 


hul-.   30     m       i  r 


35HTI    UJNI'I    I'lHbb 
FY     2001 


LALL.    Uh  h     tUI'll'l    &    jjlv 

LIHEAP  SERVED  HOUSEHOLD  DATA  SUMMARY       -     JULY 


\-  .c 


HOUSEHOLD  SERVED  DATA 

Total  Households  Served 
Individuals  in  Households 

HOUSEHOLD  CHARACTERISTICS 

Elderlv  (Over  60) 
Disabled 
SSI  -  Total 
Children  Under  3 
Children  3  -  5 
Children  Under  6 
Social  Security 
AFDC 
EAEDC 

VA  Benefits 
Renters  -  Tptal 

Public/Subs  Housing 
Vietnam  Veterans 
Employed  Households 
Self-Employed 
Unemployment  Benefits 
Food  Stamps 
Zero  Income 
Separate  Economic  Units 
Secondary  Source  Payment 

ETHNIC  BACKGROUND 

Black 

White 

Hispanic 

Native  American 

Asian 

Cape  Verdean 

Other 

No  Response 

PRIMARY  HEATING  SOURCE 

Fuel  Oil 

Kerosene 

Natural  Gas 

Electricity 

Propane 

Coal 

Wood 

Rent/Heat  Included 

INCOME  LEVELS 

75%  of  Poverty  and  Under 
+  75%  -  100%  Poverty 
+  100%  -  125%  Poverty 
+  125%  -  150%  Poverty 
+  150%  -  175%  Poverty 
+  175%  -   200%  Poverty 


FEDERAL  PROGRAM  * 

133,021 

AVE. 

313,809 

2,36 

%  SERVED 

45,655 

34.32% 

20,412 

15.34% 

30.863 

23.20% 

16.183 

12.17% 

18.683 

14.05% 

29,087 

21.87% 

57,291 

43.07% 

15,058 

11.32% 

1.842 

1.38% 

2.110 

1.59% 

87.498 

65.78% 

24.899 

18.72% 

1,930 

1.45% 

44,174 

33.21% 

2,548 

1.92% 

4,599 

3.46% 

39,364 

29.59% 

1,090 

0.82% 

114 

0.09% 

1.839 

1.38% 

10.510 

7.90% 

91,698 

68.93% 

19,650 

14.70% 

285 

0.21% 

4.129 

3.10% 

2,365 

1.78% 

2.409 

1.81% 

2.075 

1.56% 

39,474 

29.68% 

1,768 

1.33% 

71.085 

53.44% 

10.292 

7.74% 

2.477 

1.86% 

25 

0.02% 

347 

0.26% 

7.553 

5.68% 

23,780 

17.88% 

32,824 

24.68% 

26,387 

19,84% 

21,990 

16.53% 

16,605 

12.48% 

11,435 

8.60% 

AML  8/30/01 

DHCD  BUREAU  OF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS 
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APPENDIX  B 


* 


rCourtesy  of  DHCD  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs 


LIHEAP  FY  2001 

BASED  ON  GROSS  ANNUAL  INCOME 

Number  of 
Household 
Members 

100%  OF 
POVERTY 

125%  OF 
POVERTY 

150%  OF 
POVERTY 

175%  OF 
POVERTY 

200%  OF     j 
POVERTY 

60%  OF        j 
St  Med  Inc 

1 

$8,350 

$10,438 

$12,525 

$14,613 

$16,700 

$21,515 

2 

$11,250 

$14,063 

$16,875 

$19,688 

$22,500 

$28,135 

3 

$14,150 

$17,688 

$21,225 

$24,763 

$28,300 

$34,755 

4 

$17,050 

$21,313 

$25,575 

$29,838 

$34,100 

$41,375 

5 

$19,950 

$24,938 

$29,925 

$34,913 

$39,900 

$47,995 

!                             6 

$22,850 

$28,563 

$34,275 

$39,988 

$45,700 

$54,615 

7 

$25,750 

$32,188 

$38,625 

$45,063 

$51,500 

$55,856 

8 

$28,650 

$35,813 

$42,975 

$50,138 

$57,098 

$5.7,098 

9 

$31,550 

$39,438 

$47,325 

$55,213 

$58,339 

$58,339 

10 

$34,450 

$43,063 

$51,675 

$59,580 

* 

$59,580 

11 

$37,350 

$46,688 

$56,025 

$60,821 

* 

$60,821 

12 

$40,250 

$50,313 

$60,375 

$62,063 

* 

$62,063 

13 

$43,150 

$53,938 

$64,725 

* 

* 

$63,304 

; 

— — _ — _...._  . 
;ri  for  each  :;;:  • 

s:  additional,  C.,. 

'--';.>--    -add   ''>'.': V 

$                    2.900 

'  vforeach ;. 
additional 

add 
$         3,625 

;',.\for'each^' 
j  additional . 

-'  \\  add  "-■,'-%"'■ 
$ '.,     4,350 

"-    ■■',.    r;i''-  -,:     ■:-'-■  ."■  "-.■■-. 

BENEFIT 
LIMIT: 

UP  TO 

$900 

UP  TO 
$450 

UP  TO 
$750 
UP  TO 
$375 

UP  TO 

$690 

UP  TO 
$345 

UP  TO 

$645 

UP  TO 
$325 

UP  TO 

$605 
UP  TO 
$305 

UP  TO 

none 

UP  TO 

none 

SUBSIDIZED 
HOUSING 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 

BENEFIT  OF 

IF  ELIGIBLE 

BENEFIT  LIMIT 

$200 

$150 

$150 

$150 

$150 

none 

Fuel  Costs  above  threshoWs.by  fuel  type,  will  receive  50%  of  the  amount  over  the  threshold  or  the  High 
Energy  Benefit  (shown  above)  whichever  is  greater. 

HIGH  ENERGY  THRESHOLDS 

OIL/KEROSENE 

$900 

NATURAL  GAS 

$935 

PROPANE 

$950 

ELECTRICITY 

$1,190 

OTHER  (Wood,  Coal) 

$660 

APPENDIX  C 


* 


•Courtesy  of  DHCD  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs 


LIHEAP  PROFILE:  FEDERAL  FUNDING 


Federal  Massachusetts     Massachusetts       Households 

Max.  Benefit  Served 


Fiscal  Year 

Appropriation 

Allocation 

1985 

$2.10  Billion 

$86.9  Million 

1986 

2.01  Billion 

82.7  Million 

1987 

1.82  Billion 

78.4  Million 

1988 

1.53  Billion 

64.2  Million 

1989 

1.38  Billion 

58.0  Million 

1990 

1.44  Billion 

63.4  Million 

1991 

1.61  Billion 

69.3  Million 

1992 

1.50  Billion 

61.8  Million 

1993 

1.34  Billion 

55.0  Million1 

1994 

1.73  Billion 

73.8  Million2 

1995 

1.32  Billion 

56.3  Million3 

1996 

1.08  Billion 

44.2  Million4 

1997 

1.21  Billion 

48.5  Million5 

1998 

1.00  Billion 

40.85  Million 

1999 

1.3  Billion7 

51.7  Million7 

2000 

1.84  Billion 

72.9  Million8 

2001 

1.85  Billion 

94.7  Million9 

$750 

142,769 

750 

140,940 

750 

133,130 

750 

130,427 

675 

120,610 

675 

126,147 

625 

129,651 

550 

138,754 

445 

143,636 

520 

143,482 

420 

133,469 

430 

118,689 

435 

112,703 

4806 

106,132 

5906 

99,338 

11106 

113,408 

11006  * 

132,000 

1 .  1 993  benefits  were  enhanced  by  a  $6  million  carryover  from  prior  year. 

2.  Supplemental  award  of  $300  million  made  in  February  1994  due  to  severe  winter  weather. 
Massachusetts'  appropriation  of  $13.8  million  allowed  for  increase  in  maximum  benefits  from  $420 
to  $520. 

3.  Massachusetts  received  a  supplemental  award  of  $2.3  million  for  cooling  assistance  in  July, 
1995.  This  allowed  for  an  increased  benefit  for  households  with  elders  or  young  children. 

4.  Massachusetts  received  a  supplemental  allocation  of  $7  million  in  March  1996,  allowing  the 
program  to  remain  open  an  additional  month  and  raising  the  benefit  level. 

5.  Includes  supplemental  emergency  allocation  of  7.5  million  released  1/31/98. 

6.  Includes  High  Heat  Benefit  implemented  during  FY'98. 

7.  Includes  Emergency  Cooling  Program  funds  released  in  July.  Mass.  received  $7.7  million 

8.  Includes  $26.7  million  in  emergency  funding 

9.  Includes  $20  million  in  emergency  funding  and  $17  million  emergency  funds  issued 
9/29/2000. 
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APPENDIX  D 


* 


'Courtesy  of  DHCD  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs 


BUREAU  OF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS/DHCD 

TABLE  SHOWING  1998-1999 

LOW  INCOME  HOME  ENERGY  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  (LIHEAP) 

BASED  ON  GROSS  ANNUAL  INCOME 


Number  of 

Household 

Members 


100%  OF 
POVERTY 


125%  OF 
POVERTY 


150%  OF 
POVERTY 


175%  OF 
POVERTY  ' 


$       8,050 


$      10,063 


$     12,075 


$      14,088 


$     10,850 


$      13,563 


$     16,275 


$      18,988 


$     13,650 


$      17,063 


$     20,475 


$     16,450 


$      20,563 


$     24,675 


$     19,250 


$      24,063 


$     28,875 


$     22,050 


$      27,563 


$     33,075 


$     24,850 


$      31,063 


$     37,275 


8 


$     27,650 


$      34,563 


$     41,475 


OVER  8 


ADD  $2,800 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 


ADD  $3,500 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 


ADD  $4,200 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 


BENEFIT                      UP  TO 

UP  TO 

UP  TO 

UP  TO 

LIMIT:                           $440 

$395 

$235 

$120        j 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 

(SEE  ATTACHMENT  D) 

BENEFIT  OF                         $150 

$150 

$150 

$0 

IF  ELIGIBLE 

SUBSIDIZED                 UP  TO             UP  TO 

UP  TO 

UP  TO          j 

HOUSING 

BENEFIT  LIMIT                    $145 

$135 

$80 

$40 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 

IF  ELIGIBLE                          $50 

$50 

$50 

$0 

HIGH  ENERGY  THRESHOLDS 

OIL/KEORSENE 

$750 

NATURAL  GAS 

$935 

PROPANE 

$830 

ELECTRICITY 

$1,180 

OTHER  (Wood,  Coal) 

$640 

NOTES     *     Funding  for  these  households  is  made  available  by  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  via  Oil  Overcharge  Funds  under 
Stripper  Well  Settlement  (1  &  2  Person  Household,  only). 
Benefit  Levels  are  subject  to  change  based  on  availablity  of  funds. 


BUREAU  OFF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS/DHCD 
POVERTY  LEVELS  UP  TO  200%  FOR  ELECTRIC  NATURAL  GAS  AND  OTHER 


GAS  ELECTRIC  AND  OTHER 

PROGRAM  YEAR  2000 

BASED  ON  GROSS  ANNUAL  INCOME 


Number  of 

Household 

Members 

100%  OF 
POVERTY 

125%  OF 
POVERTY 

150%  OF 

POVERTY 

175%  OF 

POVERTY 

200%  OF 

POVERTY 

1 

$    8,240 

$  10,300 

$  12,360 

$14,420 

$  16,480 

2 

$11,060 

$13,825 

$  16,590 

$  19.355 

$22,120 

3 

$13,880 

$  17,350 

$  20,820 

$  24,290 

$  27,760 

4 

$  16,700 

$  20,875 

$  25,050 

$  29,225 

$  33,400 

5 

$19,520 

$  24,400 

$  29,280 

$34,160 

$  39,040 

6 

$  22,340 

$  27.925 

$33,510 

$  39,095 

$  44,680 

7 

$25,160 

$31,450 

$  37.740 

$  44,030 

$  50,320 

8 

$  27,980 

$  34,975 

$41,970 

$  48,965 

$  55,960 

9 

$  30,800 

$  38,500 

$  46,200 

$  53.900 

$61,600 

10 

$  33,620 

$  42,025 

$  50,430 

$  58,835 

$  67,240 

11 

$  36,440 

$  45,550 

$  54,660 

$  63,770 

$  72,880 

\            12 

$  39,260 

$  49,075 

$  58,890 

$  68,705 

$  78,520 

13 

$  42,080 

$  52,600 

$63,120 

$  73,640 

$84,160 

14 

$  44,900 

$56,125 

$  67,350 

$  78,575 

$  89,800 

15 

$  47,720 

$  59,650 

$71,580 

$83,510 

$  95,440 

OVER  15 

|  ADO  $2,620 
FOR  EACH 
ADDITIONAL 
MEMBER 

ADD  $3,525 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 

ADD  $4,230 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 

ADD  $4,935 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 

ADD  $5,640 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 

BENEFIT            UP  TO        UP  TO       UP  TO        UP  TO        UP  TO 
LIMIT:                   $545           $495           $310           $180           $150 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 

BENEFIT  OF               $150              $150              $150              $150              $150 

IF  ELIGIBLE 

subsidized       UP  TO       UP  TO        UP  TO        UP  TO       UP  TO 

HOUSING 

BENEFIT  LIMIT           $185              $175              $110               $65                $65 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 

IF  ELIGIBLE                 $50                $50                 $50                $50                $50 

HIGH  ENERGY  THRESHOLDS 

OIL/KEORSENE 

$685 

NATURAL  GAS 

$875 

PROPANE 

$830 

ELECTRICITY 

$1,180 

OTHER  (Wood.  Coal) 

$640 

BUREAU  OF  ENERGY  PROGRAMS/DHCD 
YEAR  2000  INCOME  GUIDELINES 


HEATING  OILS  AND  PROPANE 


BASED  ON  GROSS  ANNUAL  INCOME 


Number  of 

Household 

Members 


100%  OF 
POVERTY 


125%  OF 
POVERTY 


150%  OF 
POVERTY 


175%  OF 
POVERTY 


200%  OF 
POVERTY 


$     8,240 


$       10,300 


$  12,360 


$  14,420 


$  16,480 


$  11,060     $       13,825 


$  16,590 


$  19,355 


$  22,120 


BR 


$  13,880 


$       17,350 


$  20,820 


$  24,290 


$  27,760 


f«3£igi 


$  16,700 


$       20,875 


$  25,050 


$  29,225 


$  33,400 


WBWM 


$  19,520 


$       24,400 


$  29,280 


$  34,160 


$  39,040 


$  22,340 


$       27,925 


$  33,510 


$  39,095 


$  44,680 


asu, 

_JHRL»- 


$  25,160 


$       31,450 


$  37,740 


$  44,030 


8 


$  27,980 


$       34,975 


$  41,970 


$  48,965 


^1^1626!  I$®J6» 


OVER  8 


ADD  $2,820 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL! 

MEMBER 


ADD  $3,525 

FOR  EACH 

ADDITIONAL 

MEMBER 


ADD  $4,230 
FOR  EACH 


ADD  $4,935 
FOR  EACH 


ADD  $5,640 
FOR  EACH 


ADDITIONAL  ADDITIONAL  ADDITIONAL 


MEMBER 


MEMBER 


MEMBER 


vDD!30y 
FpRjEAGH 

§MJEMBER<! 


BENEFIT  UP  TO 

LIMIT:  $960 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 
BENEFIT  OF  $150 

IF  ELIGIBLE 


UP  TO  UP  TO         UP  TO  UP  TO 

$895  $655  $500  $500 

(SEE  ATTACHMENT  D) 

$150  $150  $150  $150 


SUBSIDIZED        UP  TO 

HOUSING 

BENEFIT  LIMIT         $540 

PLUS  HIGH  ENERGY 

IF  ELIGIBLE  $50 


UP  TO 


UP  TO   UP  TO   UP  TO 


$525      $440     $380     $380 

(SEE  ATTACHMENT  D) 
$50      $50      $50      $50 


HIGH  ENERGY  THRESHOLDS 

OIL/KEORSENE 

$685 

NATURAL  GAS 

$875 

PROPANE 

$830 

ELECTRICITY 

$1,180 

OTHER  (Wood,  Coal) 

$640 

200%  OF  POVERTY  LEVEL  NOT  TO  EXCEED 

60%  OF  STATE  MEDIAN  INCOME 

or  LESS  THAN  150%  OF  POVERTY  LEVEL 

LIHEAP  FY  2001 

BASED  ON  GROSS  ANNUAL  INCOME 


Number  of 
Household 
Members 


100%  OF 
POVERTY 


125%  OF 
POVERTY 


150%  OF 
POVERTY 


175%  OF 
POVERTY 


200%  OF 
POVERTY 


$8,350 


$10,438 


$12,525 


$14,613 


$16,700 


$11,250 


$14,063 


$16,875 


$19,688 


$22,500 


$14,150        $17,688 


$21,225 


$24,763 


$28,300 


$17,050 


$21,313 


$25,575 


$29,838 


$34,100 


$19,950        $24,938 


$29,925 


$34,913 


$39,900 


$22,850 


$28,563 


$34,275 


$39,988 


$45,700 


$25,750 


$32,188 


$38,625 


$45,063         $51,500 


$28,650 


$35,813 


$42,975 


$50,138 


$57,098 


$31,550 


$39,438 


$47,325 


$55,213 


$58,339 


10 


$34,450 


$43,063 


$51,675 


$59,580 


11 


$37,350        $46,688        $56,025         $60,821 


12 


$40,250 


$50,313 


$60,375 


$62,063 


13 


$43,150 


$53,938 


$64,725 


BENEFIT 
LIMIT: 


•  ';'iSOBSIDJZED>!|' 


UP  TO 

$900 

vv?$45o;> 


UP  TO 
$750 

-$375"' 


UP  TO 
$690 

mup.ab'f 
fe$34^ 


UP  TO 
$645 

",|^P„,To| ;:? 


UP  TO 

$605 

;g$3'b5^::;" 


PLUS  HlGrj^Ef^GY, 
BENEFIT.OF,;'  J 
IF  EUGIBLe"^ 
:    :BENEFfT,lifiilTS 


:;i  ^ 


:$2bo 


£150^  hs-^so,,, 


!$150 


1150 


Fuel  Costs  above  thresholds.by  fuel  type,  will  receive  50%  of  the  amount  over  the  threshold  or  the  High 
Energy  Benefit  (shown  above)  whichever  is  greater. 


HIGH  ENERGY  THRESHOLDS 

OIL/KEROSENE 

$900 

NATURAL  GAS 

$935 

PROPANE 

$950 

ELECTRICITY 

$1,190 

OTHER  (Wood,  Coal) 

$660 

APPENDIX  E 


* 


*Courtesy  of  DHCD  Bureau  of  Energy  Programs 


MASSACHUSETTS  FUEL  ASSISTANCE  SERVICE  AREA  COVERAGE 
BY  LOCAL  ADMINISTERING  AGENCY 

ACTION,  INC.: 

Essex,  Gloucester,  Hamilton,  Ipswich,  Manchester,  Rockport,  Wenham 

ACTION  FOR  BOSTON  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT: 

Boston,  Brookline,  Newton 

BERKSHIRE  COMMUNITY  ACTION  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Adams,  Alford,  Becket,  Cheshire,  Clarksburg,  Dalton,  Egremont,  Florida,  Great  Barrington,  Hancock,  Hindsdale, 
Lanesborough,  Lee,  Lenox,  Monterey,  Mt.  Washington,  New  Ashford,  New  Marlborough,  North  Adams,  Otis,  Peru, 
Pittsfield,  Richmond,  Sandisfield,  Savoy,  Sheffield,  Stockbridge,  Tyringham,  Washington,  West  Stockbridge, 
Williamstown,  Windsor. 

COMMUNITY  ACTION,  INC: 

Amesbury,  Boxford,  Georgetown,  Groveland,  Haverhill,  Merrimack,  Newbury,  Newburyport,  Rowley,  Salisbury,  West 
Newbury 

COMMUNITY  A  CTION  PROGRAM  INTER  -CITY,  INC : 

Chelsea,  Revere,  Winthrop 

CITY  OF  CAMBRIDGE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HUMAN  SER  VICES: 


Cambridge,  Somerville 

CITIZENS  FOR  CITIZENS,  INC.: 

Berkley,  Dighton,  Fall  River,  Freetown,  Lakeville,  Rehoboth,  Seekonk,  Somerset,  Swansea,  Taunton,  Westport 

COMMUNITY  TEAMWORK,  INC. 

Arlington,  Bedford,  Belmont,  Billerica,  Burlington,  Carlisle,  Chelmsford,  Dracut,  Dunstable,  Groton,  Lexington, 
Lowell,  Pepperell,  Tewksbury,  Tyngsborough,  Waltham,  Watertown,  Westford,  Wilmington 

FRANKLIN  COMMUNITY  ACTION  CORP.: 


Amherst,  Ashfield,  Belchertown,  Bemardston,  Buckland,  Charlemont,  Chesterfield,  Colrain,  Conway,  Cummington, 
Deerfield,  Easthampton,  Erving,  Gill,  Goshen,  Granby,  Greenfield,  Hadley,  Hatfield,  Hawley,  Heath,  Huntington, 
Leverett,  Leyden,  Middlefield,  Monroe,  Montague,  New  Salem,  Northamton,  Northfield,  Orange,  Pelham,  Plainfield, 
Rowe,  Shelburne,  Shutesbury,  South  Hadley,  Southampton,  Sunderland,  Ware,  Warwick,  Wendell,  Westhampton, 
Williamsburg,  Worthington,  Whately. 

GREA  TER  LA  WRENCE  COMMUNITY  ACTION  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Andover,  Lawrence,  Methuen,  North  Andover,  North  Reading,  Reading 

L  YNN  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITY,  INC.: 

Lynn,  Lynnfield,  Nahant,  Saugus,  Swampscott,  Wakefield 

NEW  ENGLAND  FARM  WORKERS'  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Western  Service  Area:  Springfield 

North  Central  Service  Area:  Ashbumham,  Ashby,  Athol,  Ayer,  Barre,  Berlin,  Bolton,  Clinton,  Fitchburg,  Gardner, 
Hardwick,  Harvard,  Hubbardston,  Lancaster,  Leominster,  Lunenburg,  New  Braintree,  Petersham,  Phillipston, 
Princeton,  Royalston,  Shirley,  Sterling,  Templeton,  Townsend,  Westminster,  Winchendon 

NORTH  SHORE  COMMUNITY  ACTION  PROGRAMS,  INC.: 

Beverly,  Danvers,  Marblehead,  Middleton,  Peabody,  Salem,  Topsfield 


PEOPLE  ACTING  IN  COMMUNITY  EN  PEA  VORS,  INC.: 

Acushnet,  Dartmouth,  Fairhaven,  Marion,  Mattapoisett,  New  Bedford,  Rochester 

QUINCY  COMMUNITY  ACTION  PROGRAM,  INC.: 

Braintree,  Milton,  Quincy,  Weymouth 

SELF-HELP,  INC.: 

Abington,  Attleboro,  Avon,  Bridgewater,  Brockton,  Canton,  Dedham,  East  Bridgewater,  Easton,  Foxborough,  Franklin, 
Hanson,  Holbrook,  Mansfield,  Norfolk,  North  Attleboro,  Needham,  Norton,  Norwood,  Plainville,  Randolph,  Raynham, 
Rockland,  Sharon,  Stoughton,  Walpole,  West  Bridgewater,  Westwood,  Whitman,  Wrentham 

SOUTH  MIDDLESEX  OPPORTUNITY  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Acton,  Ashland,  Blackstone,  Bellingham,  Boxborough,  Concord,  Dover,  Framingham,  Grafton,  Holliston  Hopedale, 
Hopkinton,  Hudson,  Lincoln,  Littleton,  Marlborough,  Maynard,  Medfield,  Medway,  Mendon,  Milford,  Millis, 
Millville,  Natick,  Northborough,  Northbridge,  Sherbom,  Shrewsbury,  Southborough,  Stow,  Sudbury,  Wayland, 
Wellesley,  Westborough,  Weston,  Upton,  Uxbridge 

SOUTH  SHORE  COMMUNITY  ACTION  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Barnstable,  Boume,  Brewster,  Carver,  Chatham,  Chilmark,  Cohasset,  Dennis,  Duxbury,  Eastham,  Edgartown, 
Falmouth,  Gay  Head,  Gosnold,  Halifax,  Hanover,  Harwich,  Hingham,  Hull,  Kingston,  Marshfield,  Mashpee, 
Middleborough,  Nantucket,  Norwell,  Oak  Bluffs,  Orleans,  Pembroke,  Plymouth,  Plympton,  Provincetown,  Sandwich, 
Sciruate,  Tisbury,  Truro,  Wareham,  Wellfleet,  West  Tisbury,  Yarmouth 

TRI-CITY  COMMUNITY  ACTION  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Everett,  Maiden,  Medford,  Melrose,  Stoneham,  Winchester,  Wobum 

VALLEY  OPPORTUNITY  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Agawam,  Blandford,  Brimfield,  Chester,  Chicopee,  East  Longmeadow,  Granville,  Hampden,  Holland,  Holyoke, 
Longmeadow,  Ludlow,  Monson,  Montgomery,  Palmer,  Russell,  Southwick,  Tolland,  Wales,  Westfield,  West 
Springfield,  Wilbraham 

WORCESTER  COMMUNITY  ACTION  COUNCIL,  INC.: 

Auburn,  Boylston,  Brookfield,  Charlton,  Douglas,  Dudley,  East  Brookfield,  Holden,  Leicester,  Millbury,  North 
Brookfield,  Oakham,  Oxford,  Paxton,  Rutland,  Southbridge,  Spencer,  Sturbridge,  Sutton,  Warren,  Webster,  West 
Boylston,  West  Brookfield,  Worcester 


APPENDIX  F 


3745-1000  For  the  purpose  of  providing  periodic  advance  funding  for  a  low 
income  energy  assistance  program  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
purchase  of  bulk  oil;  provided,  that  such  advances  are  reimbursed  by 
the  federal  government  upon  the  availability  of  federal  funds  under  the 
"Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981",  Title  XXVI  of 
the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  (P.L.  97-35)  or  any 
amendments  or  successor  acts  thereto,  provided,  further  that  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  three  million  dollars  of  any  reimbursements  received 
pursuant  to  such  advances  shall  be  credited  to  this  item,  and  may  be 
expended  without  further  appropriation  and  for  a  program  of 
supplemental  energy  crisis  assistance  for  needy  elders  and  families  to 
be  administered  in  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated  under  said 
"Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Act  of  1981"  or  any 
amendments  or  successor  acts  thereto;  provided,  that  federal  funds  are 
not  available  at  the  time  of  application  for  assistance  by  said  needy 
elders  and  families;  and  provided,  further  that  expenditures  for 
administration  of  this  program  shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
secretary  of  communities  and  development,  and  for  a  program  of 
energy  crisis  assistance  for  needy  elders  and  families  whose  income  is 
above  one  hundred  and  fifty  per  cent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  or 
above  sixty  per  cent  of  the  state  median  income  level,  whichever 
eligibility  level  is  adopted  pursuant  to  the  state  plan  for  the  Low 
Income  Energy  Assistance  Program,  but  not  over  one  hundred  and 
seventy- five  per  cent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  for  one  and  two- 
person  families  to  be  administered,  except  for  the  income  eligibility 
requirements,  in  accordance  with  the  aforementioned  federal  program 
or  any  amendments  or  successor  acts  thereto;  and  provided,  further  that 
funds  from  this  item  may  be  used  for  weatherization  assistance,  such 
funds  to  be  in  addition  to  any  federal  funds  received  for  this  purpose 
$17,000,000' 


1  Chapter  140  of  the  Acts  of  1985. 


APPENDIX  G 


Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Department  of  Housing  & 
Community  Development 

Jane  Swift,  Governor    ♦    Jane  Wallis  Gumble,  Director 


Mr.  James  Tansey 

Director 

House  Post  Audit  and  Oversight  Committee 

State  House  Room  146 

Boston,  MA  02133 

Dear  Mr.  Tansey: 

Thank  you  for  forwarding  the  Preliminary  Report:  Massachusetts  Low  Income  Home  Energy 
Assistance  Program  (LIHEAP)  dated  October  2001 .  We  have  reviewed  the  report  and  have  listed  below 
minor  corrections. 

Page  No. 

ii  (of  the  Table  of  Contents)  and  page  10. 

DHCD  currently  has  four  employees  that  focus  fully  on  LIHEAP  in  its  Bureau  of  Energy 
Programs.  The  program  consumes  approximately  60%  of  the  Bureau  Director's  time.  Also  15%  of  the 
time  of  3  of  the  bureau's  weatherization  staff  is  used  for  program  monitoring. 

4.  footnote  -  According  to  NSTAR,  "...  you  receive  default  service  if:"  pertains  to  the  general 

population.  The  restructuring  act  provided  that  LIHEAP  recipients  are  eligible  of  the  Standard  Offer  or 
Default  service  whichever  is  lower.  They  can  change  back  to  the  Standard  Offer  even  if  they  elect  out. 
LIHEAP  recipients  are  eligible  for  the  lowest  residential  rates  up  to  175%  of  the  poverty  level  for  electric 
service  with  no  percentage  mentioned  for  natural  gas  LIHEAP  recipients.  The  assumption  "that  low- 
income  households  tend  to  move  more  and  are  therefore  disproportionately  affected  by  the  higher  "Default 
Service"  prices  is  not  true  as  these  households  do  not  lose  eligibility  for  the  standard  offer  so  long  as  they 
are  eligible  for  LIHEAP. 

7.  Top  line.  "For  Program  Year  2002,  this  benefit  will  be  increased  to  V%  of  the  regular  benefit. . ." 

should  read  "For  2001,  this  benefit  was  increased  to  lA  of  the  regular  benefit. . ." 

17.        RELATED  PROGRAMS: 

Re:  HEARTWAP.  ". .  .while  in  2000  this  was  increased  to  $5,000,000,  which  served 
approximately  9900. . ."  could  be  changed  to  read  ". .  .while  in  2000  this  was  increased  to 
$5,000,000  and  in  2001  to  $6,000,000,  which  served  approximately  9900. . ." 


One  Congress  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02114-2010 


www .  state .  ma .  us/dhcd 


dhcd 

Mitstutliute 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  preliminary  report.  It  is  hoped  that  the  above 
comments  will  assist  you  in  preparation  of  the  final  report. 


Sincerely 


HPAO  Bureau  Response  to  DHCD's  Comments  on  Draft  Report 


DHCD  COMMENT  #1: 

Page  No. 

it  (of  the  Table  of  Contents)  and  page  10. 

DHCD  currently  has  four  employees  that  focus  fully  on  LIHEAP  in  its  Bureau  of 
Energy  Programs.   The  Program  consumes  approximately  60%  o  the  Bureau  Director 's 
time.  Also  15%  of  the  time  of  3  of  the  bureau 's  weatherization  staff  is  used  for  program 
monitoring. 

HPAO  BUREAU  RESPONSE  #1: 

The  Bureau  clarified  its  section  on  DHCD's  staffing  based  on  this  information. 

**J>  *lg  fclg  *1*  *X*  *X*  llg  jfe  *fe  *J*  *A^  ^lf  ^1*  *fe  *fe  *Jt   *1*  *1*  ^X*  *A*  *A*  *1>  *J>  *A*  *1*  ^>  *L*  *1*  alg  afa  %A-  *1*  *1*  *!<•  *1*  *1#  *X*  *f*  *1*  *X*  >t*  «A*  *&*  *X*  *1*  *1*  *A*  *A*  »4*  *1*  *!■*  *1*  »1*  4*  *1*  *J*  »A*  *I*  *!*  *A*  *1>  »i-*  *A*  %1*  »X*  *J>  *4^  *1*  -1-  mi*  *w  j* 
't*  ^*  ^*  *T*  ^*  *T*  ^*  *r*  *I*  *T*  ^*  *i*  *1*  *I*  *^  *I*  *T*  *1*  T*  t*  "T*  T*  ^*  *T*  *T*  *T*  *T*  *T*  *T*  *•*  T*  ^*  *T*  ^*  ^P  ^P  *T*  *T*  *T*  *^  *T*  *^  *w*  ^P  ^^  ^*  ^*  *^  ^^  ^^  ^p  *^  ^^  ^^  *^  ^p  ^p  ^p  ^^  ^p  ^^  T*  ^^  ^^  ^*  fl*  *T*  ^f*  *K  3K  ^|^  ^^ 

DHCD  COMMEJVT  #2: 

Page  Afo. 

4.         footnote  -  According  to  NSTAR,  "...you  receive  default  service  if:  "pertains  to  the 
general  population.   The  restructuring  act  provided  that  LIHEAP  recipients  are  eligible  of 
the  Standard  Offer  or  Default  service  whichever  is  lower.   They  can  change  back  to  the 
Standard  Offer  even  if  they  elect  out.  LIHEAP  recipients  are  eligible  for  the  lowest 
residential  rates  up  to  175%  of  the  poverty  level  for  electric  service  with  no  percentage 
mentioned  for  natural  gas  LIHEAP  recipients.   The  assumption  "that  low-income 
households  tend  to  move  more  and  are  therefore  disproportionately  affected  by  the  higher 
"Default  Service"  prices  is  not  true  as  these  households  do  not  lose  eligibility  for  the 
standard  offer  so  long  as  they  are  eligible  for  LIHEAP. 

HPAO  BUREAU  RESPONSE  #2: 

The  Bureau's  intention  in  this  section  is  to  point  out  that  increased  fuel  prices  are  a 
significant  contributing  factor  to  the  increase  in  LIHEAP  applications.  Nonetheless,  in  its 
meetings  with  the  subgrantees,  the  Bureau  was  told  on  several  occasions  that  the  higher 
default  rates  disproportionately  affect  low-income  households.  The  Bureau  suggests  that 
this  is  an  issue  that  should  be  discussed  in  detail  between  DHCD,  the  subgrantees,  and  the 
electric  utilities  in  order  to  clarify  the  requirements  and  eligibility  standards,  and  to  ensure 
uniform  application  of  this  provision. 

**1*  »JL*  »A*  »1^  *1*  *£*  "A*  ■!>  *J*  *1*  -If-  -If  *X*  fcX*  »i-»  *A*  ^*  *J>  *i*  *A*  *1*  *X*  *X*  *£*  ^*  *!*  *1*  *X*  *A*  *i-  *J>  *X*  *X>  *A*  *A>  *1*  «A*  *L*  >J<  *1*   Jr*  *X*  -jL*  *X*  *A*  «X»  *A*  *1*  tX*  *L#  *X*  *A*  *X*  *1-  *J,>  ife  vl^  vtf  ■fe  ife  *X*  *fe  3lg  *X*  *1*  *fe  gfa  gig  gig  *Mg  Mg  Jp  %M 
#^  #j>  #^*  ^^  ^^  #^»  #j^  ^f*  ^*  *^*  ^"»  #j*  ^*  ^^  ^»  *^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  *j*  ^*  *^  ^^  #^  ^»  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^*  ^*  ^p  ^^  ^*  ^»  *^  *T*  *j*  *^>  ^*  *y*  ^*  *j*  *j*  ^*  ^*  *X*  *T*  ^*  *T*  *T*  m*  ^*  *T*  ^P  ^^  ^"  m*  t1*  ^*  *T*  *T*  T*  T*  ^^  *t*  *T*  T*  ^*  *^  *T* 

DHCD  COMMENT  #3 

Page  No. 

7.  Top  line.    "For  Program  Year  2002,  this  benefit  will  be  increased  to  V2  of  the  regular 

benefit...  "  should  read  "For  2001,  this  benefit  was  increased  to  V2  of  the  regular  benefit.  " 

HPAO  BUREAU  RESPONSE  #3 

The  Bureau  made  the  suggested  change. 

****************************************************************** 


DHCD  COMMENT  #4 

Page  No. 

1 7.        RELATED  PROGRAMS: 

Re:  HEARTWAP.    "...while  in  2000  this  was  increased  to  $5,000,000,  which  served 
approximately  9900...  "  could  be  changed  to  read  "...while  in  2000  this  was  increased  to 
$5,000,000  and  in  2001  to  $6,000,000,  which  served  approximately  9900...  " 

HPAO  BUREAU  RESPONSE  #4 

The  Bureau  added  the  information  provided  for  the  year  2001. 

J-   ,J>   .JL*  *f^   *v*   Jlm  ^]>   fclg   *I*   J^   +JL*  0>   *1*  ^t*   *1*   *1*   *&*   *t*   *1^   *l^   *1*   ^L*  *1*   ^t^-   *t*   **1*   *1>   vL*   »L*   J>   *!-■   J-*  J*   J*   *I*  *|g  stf  J^  ifc  *fc  *fe   ^L*   ife  *tf   %1*  ^g   *1>   *1>   J#  *1*  vi^   ^L*   ^L*  Jj  a|j  *!■#  Jtm  Jg  *J*   *J*  ^1^  *J^  J^  *f£  *1*   J^   ^l*  J^  «J^  *1^  *j£   *J>  A 


APPENDIX  H 


Sub  grantee  Comments  on  Draft  Report 

The  Bureau  also  extended  the  opportunity  for  the  nineteen  subgrantees  who  responded  to 
the  survey  to  comment  on  the  draft  preliminary  report.  The  Bureau  received  only  one 
response.  In  keeping  with  the  Bureau's  policy  of  confidentiality,  that  response  is  printed 
anonymously  below: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  draft  preliminary  report 
on  the  Low  Income  Home  Energy  Assistance  Program. 

We  would  like  to  convey  our  appreciation  for  the  professionalism  shown 
by  your  staff  members  during  this  process,  and  compliment  you  for  the 
accuracy  of  the  information  leading  to  the  findings  and  recommendations 
in  this  report.   The  breadth  of  your  understanding  of  the  interrelationships 
of  funding  timelines,  bureaucratic  regulations  and  their  practical  results, 
and  energy  prices  and  economic  realities  faced  by  the  "working  poor" 
and  elderly  alike  in  Massachusetts  was  clearly  evident  in  this  report.   The 
information  contained  in  the  report,  when  officially  released,  will  become 
a  useful  tool  for  advocates  and  legislators  alike. 


